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H. R. 12369, TO PROVIDE ADDITIONAL FACILITIES NECESSARY 
FOR THE ADMINISTRATION AND TRAINING OF UNITS OF THE 
RESERVE COMPONENTS OF THE ARMED FORCES OF THE UNITED 
STATES 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
Suscommirrtee No. 1, 
Washington, D.C., Thursday, Jume 5, 1958. 


The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 9 a. m., in room 313-A, 
Old House Office Building, Hon. Overton Brooks (chairman of the 
subcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. Brooks. The subcommittee will please come to order. 

This morning we take up H. R. 12369, a bill to provide additional 
facilities necessary for the administration and the training of units 
of the Reserve components of the Armed Forces of the United States. 
The bill follows: 

‘LH. R. 12369, 85th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To provide additional facilities necessary for the administration and training of 
units of the reserve components of the armed forces of the United States 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That title 10, United States Code, is amended 
as follows: 

(1) That part of section 2233 (a) that precedes clause (1) thereof is amended 
to read as follows: 


“§ 2233. Acquisition 

“(a) Subject to sections 22338a, 2234, 2235, 2236, and 2238 of this title and 
subsection (c) of this section, the Secretary of Defense may—” 

(2) Section 2233 is amended by adding the following new subsections at the 
end thereof : 

“(e) The Secretary of Defense may procure advance planning, construction 
design, and architectural services in connection with facilities to be established 
or developed under this chapter which are not otherwise authorized by law.” 

“(f) Facilities authorized by subsection (a) shall not be considered ‘military 
public works’ under the provisions of the military construction authorization 
acts that repeal prior authorizations for military public works.” 

(3) The following new section is inserted after section 2233: 

“§ 2233a. Limitation 

“No expenditure or contribution that is more than $50,000 may be made under 
section 2233 of this title for any facility that has not been authorized by a law 
authorizing appropriations for specific facilities for reserve forces. This require- 
ment does not apply to the following : 

“(a) Facilities acquired by lease. 

“(b) Facilities acquired, constructed, expanded, rehabilitated, converted, or 
equipped to restore or replace facilities damaged or destroyed, where the Armed 
Services Committees of the Senate and the House of Representatives have been 
notified of that action.” 

(4) The analysis of chapter 133 is amended by inserting the following new 
item : 

“2233a. Limitation.” 
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Sec. 2. (a) Section 3 of the National Defense Facilities Act of 1950, as 
amended by paragraph (a) of the Act of August 9, 1955, chapter 662 (69 Stat. 
593), and by section 2 of the Act of August 29, 1957, Public Law 85-215 (71 
Stat. 489), is amended by striking out the words “in an amount not to exceed 
580,000,000 over a period of the next eight fiscal years commencing with fiscal 
year 1951,”. 

(b) Section 3 (a) of the National Defense Facilities Act of 1950, as amended 
by section 41 of the Act of August 3, 1956, chapter 939 (70 Stat. 1019), is amended 
by striking out the words “and without regard to the monetary limitation other- 
wise imposed by this section”. 

Sec. 3. Subject to chapter 133 of title 10, United States Code, the Secretary 
of Defense may establish or develop the following facilities for reserve forces: 

(1) For Department of the Navy: 


NAVAL RESERVE (AVIATION) 


Naval Air Station (Dobbins Air Force Base), Atlanta, Georgia: Training 
facilities, $480,000. 

Naval Air Station, Dallas, Texas: Supply facilities and utilities, $259,000. 

Naval Air Station, Denver, Colorado: Maintenance facilities, utilities, and 
land acquisition, $652,000. 

Naval Air Station, Glenview, Ilinois: Navigational aids and utilities, $179,000. 

Naval Air Station, Grosse Ile, Michigan: Airfield lighting, $147,000. 

Naval Air Station, Los Alamitos, California: Operational and training facili- 
ties, liquid fueling and dispensing facilities, airfield lighting, and land acquisi- 
tion, $1,892,000. 

Naval Air Station, New Orleans (Alvin Callender Field), Louisiana: Admin- 
istrative facilities, community facilities, navigational aids, operational facilities, 
supply facilit'es, maintenance facilities, and land acquisition, $2,453,000. 

Naval Ar Station, New York, New York: Airfield lighting, $130,000. 

Naval Air Station, Niavara Falls, New York: Operational and training facili- 
ties, and utilities, $652,000. 

Naval Air Station, Olathe, Kansas: Operational and training facilities, 
$570,000. 

Naval Air Station, South Weymouth, Massachusetts : Utilities, $407,000. 

Naval Air Station, Willow Grove, Pennsylvania : Utilities, $99,000. 


NAVAL RESERVE (SURFACE) 


Alameda, California : Waterfront operational facilities, $128,000. 

Naval Reserve Electronics Facility, Bloomington, Indiana: Training facilities, 
$95,000. 

Naval and Marine Corps Reserve Training Center, Boston, Massachusetts: 
Train‘n”™ facilities, $108,000. 

Nava' Roserve Electronics Facility, Centralia, Washington: Training facili- 
ties, $81,000. 

Naval Reserve Electronics Facility, Chillicothe, Ohio: Training facilities, 
$100,000. 

Naval Reserve Electronics Facility, Danville, Kentucky: Training facilities, 
$84,000. 

Naval Reserve Training Center, Dunkirk, New York: Training facilities, 
$79,000. 

Fort Schuyler, New York: Waterfront operational facilities, $120,000. 

Naval Reserve Electronics Facility, Hayward, California: Training facilities 
and land acquisition, $99,000. 

Naval and Marine Corps Reserve Training Center, Honolulu, Hawaii: Train- 
ing facilities, $515,000. 

Naval Reserve Electronics Facility, Iowa City, Iowa: Training facilities, 
$97,000. 

Master Control Radio Station, New Orleans, Louisiana: Communications, 
$210,000. 

Naval Reserve Electronics Facility, Olympia (Tumwater), Washington: 
Training facilities, $47,000. 

Naval Reserve Training Center, Pasadena, California: Training facilities, 
$132,000. 

Naval Reserve Electronics Facility. Port Chicago, California: Training facili- 
ties, $94.000 
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Naval and Marine Corps Reserve Training Center, San Jose, California: Land 
acquisition, $78,000. 

Saint Petersburg, Florida: Waterfront operational facilities, $26,000. 

Naval and Marine Corps Reserve Training Center, Steubenville, Ohio: Land 
acquisition, $18,000. 

Naval Reserve Training Center, White Oak (Lewiston), Maryland: Training 
facilities, $557,000. 

Naval Reserve Electronics Facility, Yakima, Washington: Training facilities, 
$48,000. 

MARINE CORPS RESERVE (GROUND) 


Marine Corps Reserve Training Center, Lynchburg, Virginia: Training facili- 
ties and land acquisition, $388,000. 

Marine Corps Reserve Training Center, Memphis, Tennessee: Training facili- 
ties $453,000. 

Naval and Marine Corps Reserve Training Center, Moline, Dlinois: Training 
facilities, $152,000. 

Naval and Marine Corps Reserve Training Center, Pasadena, California: 
Training facilities, $163,C00. 

(2) For Department of the Air Force: 


ATR FORCE RESERVE 


Andrews Air Force Base, Camp Springs, Maryland: Operational and training 
facilities, $129,000. 

Bakalar Air Force Base, Columbus, Indiana: Operational and training facili- 
ties, troop housing, utilities and ground improvements, and land acquisition, 
$4,354,000. 

Bates Field, Mobile, Alabama: Maintenance facility, $97,000. 

Bradley Field, Windsor Locks, Connecticut: Operational and training facili- 
ties, maintenance facility, and utilities and ground improvements, $198,000. 

Davis Field, Muskogee, Oklahoma: Maintenance facility, and supply facility, 
$325,000, 

General Mitchell Field, Milwaukee, Wisconsin. Maintenance facility, and 
operational and training facilities, $173,000. 

Grenier Air Force Base, Manchester, New Hampshire: Operational and train- 
ing facilities, $180,000. 

Richards-Gebaur Air Force Base, Belton, Missouri: Operational and train- 
ing facilities, $101,000. 

Naval Air Station (Alvin Callender Field), Orleans Parish, Louisiana: Op- 
erational and training facilities, $622,000. 

Naval Air Station, Willow Grove, Pennsylvania: Maintenance facility, $93,000. 


AIR NATIONAL GUARD OF THE UNITED STATES 


Alpena County Airport, Alpena, Michigan: Operational and training facili- 
ties, and hospital and medical facilities, $171,000. 

Barnes Field, Westfield, Massachusetts: Operational and training facilities, 
$740,000. 

Bethel Air National Guard Base, Bethel, Minnesota: Site improvements, 
$500,000. 

Birmingham Municipal Airport, Birmingham, Alabama: Operational and 
training facilities, $150,000. 

Byrd Field, Richmond, Virginia: Supply facilities, $50,000. 

Camp Williams, Camp Douglas, Wisconsin: Operational and training facili- 
ties, $579,000. 

Capital Airport, Springfield, Minois: Supply facilities, $78,000. 

Des Moines Municipal Airport, Des Moines, Iowa: Operational and training 
facilities, $53,000. 

Geiger Field, Spokane, Washington: Operational and training facilities, 
maintenance facilities, supply facilities, and utilities and ground improvements, 
$1,308,000. 

Grenier Air Force Base, Manchester, New Hampshire: Operational and train- 
ing facilities, $170,000. 

Gulfport Municipal Airport, Gulfport, Mississippi: Supply facilities, $362,000. 

Hayward Municipal Airport, Hayward, California: Operational and training 
facilities, $113,000. 
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Hensley Field, Grand Prairie, Texas: Operational and training facilities, and 
supply facilities, $1,862,000. 

Hubbard Field, Reno, Nevada: Operational and training facilities, and supply 
facilities, $159,000. 

Kellogg Field, Battle Creek, Michigan: Operational and training facilities, 
maintenance facilities, and utilities and ground improvements, $1,136,000. 

Kirtland Air Force Base, Albuquerque, New Mexico: Operational and train- 
ing facilities, and supply facilities, $570,000. 

Martinsburg Municipal Airport, Martinsburg, West Virginia: Operational and 
training facilities, $123,000. 

O'Hare International Airport, Chicago, Illinois: Operational and training 
facilities, $1,099,000. 

Ontario International Airport, Ontario, California: Operational and training 
facilities, $127,000. 

Portland Municipal Airport, Portland, Oregon: Supply facilities and main- 
tenance facilities, $233,000. 

Rosecrans Field, Saint Joseph, Missouri: Operational and training facili- 
ties, and supply facilities, $123,000. 
$ San Juan International Airport, San Juan, Puerto Rico: Supply facilities, 

70,000. 

Sky Harbor Airport, Phoenix, Arizona: Operational and training facilities, 
$655,000. 

Standiford Field, Louisville, Kentucky: Operational and training facilities, 
and administrative facilities, $715,000. 

Theodore F. Green Airport, Providence, Rhode Island: Operational and train- 
ing facilities, $213,000. 

Travis Field, Savannah, Georgia: Housing, supply facilities and utilities, 
$317,000. 

Various locations: Runway arrestor barriers, $300,000. 

(3) For all reserve components: Facilities made necessary by changes in the 
assignment of weapons or equipment to reserve forces units, if the Secretary of 
Defense or his designee determines that deferral of such facilities for inclusion 
in the next law authorizing appropriations for specific facilities for reserve 
forces would be inconsistent with the interests of national security and if the 
Secretary of Defense or his designee notifies the Committees on Armed Services 
of the Senate and House of Representatives, immediately upon reaching a final 
decision to implement, of the nature and estimated cost of any facility to be 
undertaken under this subsection. 

Sec. 4. The first sentence of section 2233a of title 10, United States Code, does 
not apply to— 

(a) facilities that— 

(1) have been the subject of consultation with the Committees on Armed 
Services of the Senate and the House of Representatives before July 1, 
1958 ; 

(2) are under contract before July 1, 1960; and 

(3) are funded from appropriations made before the date of enactment 
of this Act; or 

(b) facilities that are authorized by section 3 (3) of this Act. 

Sec. 5. The Secretary of Defense may establish or develop installations and 
facilities under this Act without regard to sections 3648 and 3734 of the Revised 
Statutes, as amended, and sections 4774 (d) and 9774 (d) of title 10, United 
States Code. The authority to place permanent or temporary improvements on 
land includes authority for surveys, administration, overhead, planning, and 
supervision incident to construction. That authority may be exercised before 
title to the land is approved under section 355 of the Revised Statutes, as 
amended, and even though the land is held temporarily. The authority to ac- 
quire real estate or land includes authority to make surveys and to acquire 
land, and interests in land (including temporary use), by gift, purchase, ex- 
change of Government-owned land, or otherwise. 

Sec. 6. There are authorized to be appropriated such sums as may be neces- 
sary for the purposes of this Act, but appropriations for facilities projects au- 
thorized by section 3 for the respective reserve components of the armed forces 
may not exceed— 
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(1), for Department of the Navy: Naval and Marine Corps Reserve, $11,- 
892,000 ; and 
(2) for Department of the Air Force; 
(a) Air Force Reserve, $6,272,000 ; 
(b) Air National Guard of the United States, $11,976,000. 

Sec. 7. Any of the amounts named in section 3 of this Act may, in the dis- 
cretion of the Secretary of Defense, be increased by 15 percent, but the total 
cost for all projects authorized for the Naval and Marine Corps Reserve, the 
Air Foree Reserve, and the Air National Guard of the United States, may not 
exceed the amounts named in clauses 1, 2 (a), and 2 (b) of section 6, respectively. 

This is a departmental bill. I introduced it at the request of the 
chairman of our full committee, Mr. Vinson. It is urgent that we 
have these hearings and dispose of this matter before the bill which 
covers military construction which is now before the full committee is 
disposed of. 

Phe thought is that if this bill is in acceptable form, then it might 
be added to the military construction bill as a rider and become a part 
of the bill when it is presented to the floor of the House, 9 it will 
not be necessary to have an effort made to put it through as a separate 
bill. 

With that in mind—Mr. Ducander, do you have a list of witnesses ¢ 

Mr. Ducanper. Mr. Bryant is the first witness. 

Mr. Brooks. We have this morning the Assistant Secretary of De- 
fense in charge of Properties and Installations, the Honorable Floyd 
S. Bryant, who has appeared before the committee before. 

We are happy to have you this morning, Mr. Bryant. We have 
a copy of your statement here. 

If you will come forward, sir, we would like very much to have 
your ideas. 

Secretary Bryant. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

I believe that I could probably serve your time by going through 
the statement rather than try to summarize it, because our ‘effort has 
been to cover the pertinent area in as limited a space as possible, and 
I trust this will have accomplished that purpose. 

Mr. Brooks. While we are pushed for time we nonetheless want to 
be thorough in these hearings. As a result of it, why take your time 
and go through it, and if necessary this subcommittee can hold sessions 
on Saturday and at night, too, to get this out of the way. 

Secretary Bryanv. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. I would rather do that, and be thorough, than to pre- 
sent a half-baked bill to the full committee, to ask for its approval, 
and then later on be in trouble. 

Secretary Bryant. Lappreciate that. 

I think as we proceed it will be developed that this is a well- 
considered bill. 

I do want you to know, Mr. Chairman and members of the com- 
mittee, that it is a pleasure to appear before your committee today 
in support of H. R. 12369, a bill which would authorize facilities for 
the administration and training of units of the Reserve components 
of the Armed Forces of the United States. 

When we appeared before the committee last year, prior to enact- 
ment of Public Law 85-215—which increased the general authoriza- 
tion provided by the National Defense Facilities Act of 1950—we 
were advised of the desire of your committee that, henceforth, the 
authorizations required for Reserve forces facilities be requested 
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annually on a line-item basis, beginning with fiscal year 1959. Sub- 
sequently, House Report No. 696, 85th Congress, confirmed this desire 
of the committee. 

The provisions of the bill now before the committee, H. R. 12369, 
are designed to carry forward this purpose, first by providing for the 
necessary transition from the general authorization heretofore in ef- 
fect, and, second, by specifying the projects required for the Reserve 
forces in fiscal year 1959. 

Before addressing our attention to the specific provisions of the 
bill, however, we should like to present a résumé of the programs to 
date, a picture which can be expanded in more detail when we reach 
the presentations by the representatives of the military departments. 
The first chart appended to the copies of this statement, which have 
been distributed to you, shows the total program for which appropria- 
tions have been received, measured against the $580 million total 
authorization provided by the Congress since enactment of the Na- 
tional Defense Facilities Act of 1950. It should be noted that, of the 
$560.5 million total appropriations, $424.4 million represents facili- 
ties completed or under contract as of April 30, 1958. The Army, 
Navy, and Air Force increments of the program are shown in the 
3 bars to the right of the chart, which total up to the $560.5 million 
of appropriations received. The diagonally hachured portions of 
the bars, representing projects properly authorized but which have not 
yet reached the stage of contract award, will be referred to again as 
we discuss the specific provisions of the proposed legislation. The 
bars also indicate the magnitude of the line-item authorization in- 
cluded in the bill under consideration, as well as the current estimates 
of total long-range facilities requirements. The second chart attached 
shows the status of the programs using the total long-range require- 
ments estimates as 100 percent; this permits comparison of the status 
of the programs of the 3 military departments. 

While we had contemplated effecting this transition to a line-item 
type of authorization a year or two later than the Congress has stip- 
ulated, and while we recognize that, undoubtedly, there will be some 
difficult problems to be surmounted because of the necessity for more 
exact programing of specific facilities requirements so far in advance 
of the time of execution of the work, the Secretary of Defense sub- 
scribes to the belief that these programs should be administered in the 
future under procedures comparable to those which have long governed 
construction for the regular military forces. 

The provisions and procedures we have evolved to effect the transi- 
tion are based upon four fundamental premises : 

1. The permanent provisions of the National Defense Facilities Act 
of 1950, which have been codified in chapter 133 of title 10, United 
States Code, are desirable and should be retained, with the minimum 
of amendment necessary to effect the transition ; 

2. Projects with respect to which consultation with the Armed Serv- 
ices Committees has been effected prior to the end of the present fiscal 
year, and which can be constructed within the amount of funds hereto- 
fore appropriated for the purpose, constitute valid authorizations pro- 
vided they are placed under construction contract within the next 2 
fiscal years, that is, by June 30, 1960; 

3. Any residue of funds heretofore appropriated for acquisition and 
construction of Reserve forces facilities, which are not required for 
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projects authorized under the consultation provision in effect up to 
this time, would be applicable to projects hereafter specifically au- 
thorized by law ; and 

4. A reasonable degree of programing flexibility will be provided by 
permitting annual authorizations to exceed appropriation requests by 
not more than 25 percent. 

With respect to the specific provisions of the proposed legislation, 
the first section would accomplish the transition to line-item authoriza- 
tion by canceling the requirement for prior consultation with the com- 
mittees on projects to be undertaken, and by substituting therefor a 
prov ision re quiring legislative author ‘ization by specific project except 
in the following cases, namely : 

1. Individual projects not exceeding $50,000 in cost to the Federal 
Government: This exception would continue the agreed procedure in 
effect since 1954 under which prior consultation with the committees 
has not been required on such minor projects. 

. Leasing of facilities, inasmuch as the leases constitute only tem- 
por: ary interests in the real property usually for an interim period 
pending construction of permanent facilities otherwise authorized, or 
planned for future authorization. 

3. Restoration or replacement of disaster damage or destruction: 
This exception does, however, require notification to the Armed Serv- 
ices Committees, and parallels similar authority now in effect with 
respect to the regular military public works. 

The second section of the proposed legislation is technical in nature, 
in that it merely eliminates the overall time and dollar limitations of 
the National Defense Facilities Act which are no longer required since 
the line-item authorizations henceforth will be in laws which contain 
their own money authorizations. 

The third section of the bill contains the actual line items for which 
authorization is required for fiscal year 1959. 

The Navy portion totals $11,892,000, including $1,156,000 for Ma- 
rine Corps Reserve facilities. The total authorization for Navy in- 
cludes approximately $2 million worth of projec ts which will be 
funded with available funds to be carried over from prior-year ap- 
propriations. The proposed projects for the Naval Reserve and Ma- 
rine Corps Reserve will be covered in more detail by representatives 
of those two components. 

The Air Force portion totals $18,248,000 consisting of $6,272,000 
for the Air Force Reserve and $11,976,000 for the Air N lational Guard. 
The requirements of these two components likewise will be covered in 
more detail by their representatives, including a menietne of the Air 
Force Reserve requirement to approximately $5 million as subse- 
quently recommended by Air Force. 

This section of the bill also contains a provision which would per- 
mit construction of emergent projects, but only those made essential 
by unforeseen changes in weapons or equipment assigned to Reserve 
forces units. While the Reserve forces, by the very “nature of their 
training requirements, should require a minimum use of this author- 
ity, we believe the provision is essential for really urgent requirements 
which may arise, such as, for example, the lengthening of a runway 
required by the unexpected availability and assignment ‘of higher per- 
formance aircraft to an aviation unit. We believe that use of the pro- 
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vision is adequately safeguarded by the stringent conditions imposed 
by the language of the eee including the requirement for noti- 
fication of the Armed Services Committees as to any such project to 
be undertaken. 

Section 4 of the proposed legislation is the one which provides for 

the carryover of project authorizations previously effected under the 
consultation procedure, one of the premises mentioned earlier which 
was— 
Projects with respect to which consultation with the Armed Sevrices Committees 
has been effected prior to the end of the present fiscal year, and which can be 
constructed within the amount of funds heretofore appropriated for the pur- 
pose, constitute valid authorizations provided they are placed under construc- 
tion contract within the next 2 fiscal years, that is, by June 30, 1960. 

The provisions of section 4 are most essential to the continuity of 
the prior-year programs during this transition to line-item authoriza- 
tion, since substantial portions of the consolidated prior-year pro- 

rams for which appropriations previously have been made will not 

ave reached the stage of actual contract award by June 30 of this 
year. This applies to all Reserve components except the Air National 
Guard, whose unobligated appropriations expire with the end of each 
fiscal year. 

We propose to furnish your committee, prior to June 30 this year, 
a list of such projects for each Reserve component. The lists will 
be oriented to the beginning of the present fiscal year, and those proj- 
ects on which contracts have been awarded, or are definitely sched- 
uled for award in June, will be marked accordingly. 

The so-called carryover authority would then be indentifiable as 
the unmarked projects, but limited to the extent of the unobligated 
balances of the funds heretofore appropriated. Any listed project 
which subsequently is dropped from the construction program for 
any reason can only be “replaced,” in effect, by a line-item project in 
a law subsequently enacted by the Congress. 

This procedure has been evolved, after long and careful consider- 
ation, as providing the simplest and most positive control during the 
transition, and one which would provide your committee with the 
most factual report possible and we believe it to be wholly in con- 
sonance with the indicated intent of the committee’s desire to change 
to line-item type authorization effective with the fiscal year 1959 
programs. 

Section 5 of the bill contains a number of miscellaneous provisions 
which are substantially identical with general provisions contained in 
the military public-works bills over a number of years, and which 
are considered essential to more effective administration of the 
Reserve Forces facilities programs. 

Section 6 contains the customary language required to authorize 
the appropriation of funds for the projects enumerated in the line- 
item section, the totals of which were given earlier in my statement. 

Section 7 provides a reasonable degree of fiexibility in the esti- 
mated costs indicated for the individual line-items but, as has been 
the practice in the military public-works legislation, the aggregate 
costs of the line-items constructed cannot exceed the totals authorized 
in section 6. The 15 percent maximum increase permitted in any 
line-item cost is considered highly essential for the reason that most 
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of the line-items consist of only one work. item and, consequently, 
there is not way to absorb an unexpected higher bid on a work item 
within the station or location line-item cost specified in section 3. 
The adequacy of this 15 percent allowance will depend largely on 
future cost trends in the construction industry and, of course, on the 
quality of our cost estimates. 

The committee has undoubtedly noticed that no additional au- 
thorization .is requested in the bill for the Army National Guard 
and Army Reserve. This is due to the expected carryover into fiscal 
year 1959 of upwards of $45 million of prior year program items 
for the two Reserve components, which is estimated at this time to 
be adequate for the approved obligation program of construction for 
the next 12-month period. Due to the approved but prospective 
reorganization of the Army National Guard and Army Reserve, 
under the new force structure and pentomic concept, a substantial 
amount of definitive determinations remain to be made with respect 
to the geographical] distribution and positioning of the individual 
troop units throughout the country, which will have important bear- 
ing upon the precise location and size of future armory and training 
center projects. Department of Army representatives are here today 
to furnish the committee any desired information with respect to the 
programs of its two Reserve components. 

At this time, unless the committee has any questions of me regard- 
ing the foregoing, I should like to call upon, first, Navy representatives 
and, second, Air Force representatives to present to the committee 
information regarding their respective programs and interests in the 
proposed legislation. Following their testimony, representatives of 
the Department of the Army will be available to furnish any desired 
information on the Army Reserve components programs. 

Mr. Brooks. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. 

Now, I wanted—before you do that, I would like to ask a few ques- 
tions and perhaps other questions might be elicited, too, from some 
of your remarks. 

I think, generally speaking, the chart shows that you are making 
very good progress with the Reserve facilities program to date. 

We have in the past been disappointed and we are disappointed to 
some extent, too, in your statement, in showing these carryovers. 

Now, for instance, you have carryovers for the National Guard. As 
I recall, we reduced the request of the Department last year by—was 
it $15 million? What was it we reduced the request, Mr. Ducander? 

Mr. Ducanper. I don’t remember the exact figure, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Brooxs. We reduced the request of the Department substan- 
tially so we would keep up and the building would keep up with the 
authorizations. And yet you come along with carryover. 

Now, during the course of the year we also had some rather strong 
complaints about failing to expend funds badly needed. 

For instance, we had the conference of governors headed by the 
distinguished Governor from Illinois, who complained bitterly that 
the funds were not available for National Guard and Air National 
Guard construction. And yet in your statement here you show a 
carryover. 

Why is that? I know the committee would like to know why those 
things occur and why that is the situation. 
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Secretary Bryant. Well, Mr. Chairman, I am not sure that my 
answer will be specific on this subect or satisfactory. But recalling 
last year’s problem, the availability of money was at the root of those— 
of these problems, particularly with respect to the debt limit, overall 
debt limit, of our National Government, and the necessity, as seen at 
that time, of limiting the availability to the services of financial author- 
ization. 

I, myself, feel positive at this time that that situation has now cor- 
rected itself and that we can proceed with these programs as indicated 
in my statement and which will be given in more detail as the commitee 
reviews the specific programs of the military departments. 

I am not sure, as I said, that this will completely satisfy the chair- 
man or the committee, but I believe that it is fundamentally the reason 
for last year’s problem. 

Mr. Brooxs. We are down to a proposition of approving line-by- 
line items, which, of course, is a distinct improvement over approving 
them in bulk as we have done before. 

However, you wish to extend the authority so that this authorization 
may be used within a 2-year period, rather than a 1-year period, 
which was the rule last year. 

Secretary Bryant. Yes, sir, that is right. We chose that because 
I think it is more workable, more practical. 

I am afraid that we might find ourselves in some considerable dif- 
ficulty in trying to accomplish this objective within a 1-year period. 
I would hope that 2 years was not a severe variation and it might be 
acceptable to the chairman and the committee. That is why we 
proposed it. 

I would appreciate it if you would give it your very careful con- 
sideration, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Then the 15 percent maximum—that is an item might 
be increased by 15 percent. I can understand the substantial reason 
for giving that latitude in the estimate of any item in a line item 
bill. But you also ask for about 25 percent. I don’t see that now 
in your statement. But you do— 

Secretary Bryant. That is in the program phase, sir. We ask for 
125 percent, which is 25 percent extra, of course, as you said. 

Mr. Brooks. Fora total overall authorization ? 

Secretary Bryant. Yes. That is in the programing sphere as dis- 
tinguished from the 15 percent override authority with respect to 
costs. 

Mr. Brooks. I notice, going back on page 4, in reference to the re- 
quirements of the Air Force, that has been reduced by $5 million. 
Now, is that money that we authorized, the $5 million ? 

Secretary Bryant. Well, that is withdrawal of specific items which 
were originally submitted by the Air Force and on review reduced 
by that amount, for this particular program. 

Mr. Brooks. So that the prior authorizations to the extent of $5 
million would be canceled for the Air Force ? 

Secretary Bryant. I would like Mr. Deininger of my staff, with 
your permission, who is familiar with the details, to answer, if it 
suits the pleasure of the Chair. 

Mr. Brooxs. All right, Mr. Bryant, if you wish. 

Mr. Dernincer. Mr. Chairman, the $5 million to which Mr. Bryant 
referred and to which I believe you are referring now, is with respect 
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to the amount of authorization indicated in section 6 of the proposed 
bill. The proposed bill shows it as $6,272,000 for the Air, Force Re+ 
serve. 

Subsequent to the time the bill was transmitted to the Congress, 
the Air Force has withdrawn several items, which will reduce that 
$6,272,000 to approximately $5 million. It is not a withdrawal of 
$5 million. It is reducing the $6,272,000 shown in the bill to ap- 
proximately $5 million. 

Mr. Brooks. That will be $114 million, is what it will be, 

Secretary Bryant. Yes. 

Mr. Dernineoer. One million and a quarter dollars. But they were 
voluntarily withdrawals by the Air Force. 

Mr. Brooks. Mrs. St. George 

Mrs. Sr. Grorcr. Mr. Secretary, first of all I would like to say L 
like the way this statement has been presented, it being related to 
each section of the bill. I would hope that we could continue that 
practice in the future. 

On page 5 you say this applies to all Reserve components except 
the National Guard es unobligated appropriations expire at the 
end of each fiscal ye What is the reason for making that dif- 
ference ¢ 

Secretary Bryant. I can’t tell you the reason. I have always been 
confused myself. 

Mrs. St. Georce. It seems to me rather strange. 

Secretary Bryanr. It is, however, a congressional historical prece- 
dent, the origin of which I am really not familiar with. 

It is peculiar that it is distinguished from other components. 

Mrs. Sv. Grorer. Yes. 

Secretary Bryant. For the departments, but it happens to be 
true. Perhaps Mr. ae —you know the background of that ¢ 

Mr. Dernincer. I don’t ‘know the background, but maybe this will 
explain the situation. For all of the other components construction 
money is in appropriation titles which are just for construction. 

In the case of the Air National Guard the construetion money is in 
the total Air National Guard appropriation, which covers all ex- 
penses of the Air National Guard, and historically those funds have 
been 1-year funds, rather than no-year funds, which is normal for 
construction money. 

Mrs. Sr. Groree. Isn’t that rather awkward, if you have construc- 
tion in there? I should think it would be just as awkward for the 
Air Force to have these funds cut down at the end of each fiscal year 
as it would be for anybody else, on the matter of construction, 

Mr. Dernincer. There has been consideration given to the possi- 
bility of requesting the appropriation on a no-year basis. 

Mrs. Sr. Georer. I think that should be considered, Mr. Chair- 
man. I can’t see any reason for making that difference. I should 
think in construction it would be extremely helpful. 

Mr. Brooxs. More so, I will say to the gentlewoman from New 
York. It would seem with the National Guard, whether it be ground 
or air National Guard, the States have to supplement or match al 
part of the funds. Now, the legislatures may not be in session im- 
mediately in some of these States to provide the matching funds. 
And yet we require a greater degree of stringency in going ahead with 
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them than we do with our own entirely Federal people. We give them 
2 oo but the guard, which has to, as I say, supplement and con- 
sult with its own legislature—they have to have legislative action—we 
eut them down to 1 year. It is difficult to understand. I agree with 
Mrs. St. George. 

Secretary Bryant. Mr. Chairman, this is only the Air National 
Guard. It doesn’t apply to Army National Guard. 

Mrs. Sr. Grorce. Yes. 

Mr. Brooxs. The same thin 

Mr. Dernincer. The Air National Guard facilities are financed 100 
percent by the Federal Government. 

Mr. Brooxs. That is right. 

Mr. Dernincer. So we don’t have State matching funds involved in 
that particular program. 

Mrs. St. Georce. I think that is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Brooks. All right. 

Mr. Secretary, then, you suggested we proceed with the other wit- 
nesses. Would you call them 

Mr. Ducanper. Mr. Chairman, could we get a couple of things 
straight for the record, please, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. Yes, Mr. Ducander 

Mr. Ducanver. Mr. Secretary, in order that the record will be 
clear about the 25 percent overprograming—I won't say overpro- 
graming, but programing 

Secretary Bryant. Flexibility. 

Mr. Ducanper. Yes, flexibility. Is that included so that it will 
allow flexibility for the Department to change certain projects if it 
becomes necessary after the bill is passed ? 

Secretary Bryant. No, it couldn't. If I understand the question, 
and I think I do—you will correct me if I am mistaken—this is not 
designed to provide a medium of evolving a new project. 

Mr. Ducanper. No, not a new one. You will have, as I understand 
it, only 75 percent appropriations for 100 percent authorization. 
Therefore, if you wanted to change a project which is listed in the 
bill, you could do so without having to come back to Congress, is 
that right, Mr. Deininger ? 

Mr. Detnineer. That is correct, as long as the substituted project 
is also authorized in the bill. Since we will not have sufficient ap- 
propriations to cover 100 percent of the projects listed—some of those 
projects will be constructed out of this year’s money and some of them 
can’t be, obviously. The 25 percent overprograming of authoriza- 
tion would be carried over into the next year and the next year’s 
appropriations could apply to the accomplishment of those projects. 

Mr. Ducanper. Now—— 

Mr. Dernincer. It allows a flexibility—suppose we only had proj- 
ect authorization to the extent of 100 percent of our funds. If some- 
thing happened that one of those projects couldn’t go ahead, we 
would be blocked from doing anything with that money. The money 
would have to just lay there. 

Mr. Ducanper. That is exactly what I mean. In other words, if 
you have 2 projects, 1 at New Orleans and 1 at Atlanta and for some 
reason—now, this is under the provisions of the bill. 

Mr. Dernincer. Yes. 
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Mr. Ducanppr. For some reason you can’t go ahead with Atlanta, 
then you could go ahead with New Orleans, even though you might 
not havea plan to do so originally. er | 

Mr. Dernincer. That is right. But it will be a valid authorization 
as a line item, yes, sir. 

Mr. Ducanper. Just one other thing. 

Mr. Secretary, what assurance can the committee have that the 
items in the bill if authorized and appropriated for—what assurance 
can the commitee have that the projects will be completed ¢ 

Secretary Bryant. Well 

Mr. Ducanper. | mean—here is what I am trying to get to. 

Secretary Bryant. Yes. 

Mr. Ducanper. Perhaps I put that wrong. If a project has been 
authorized and you have appropriations and the individual depart- 
ments requests an opportionment of funds, what assurance can the 
committee have that the Department of Defense will allow them to 
have the funds? 

Secretary Bryant. I can only speak for myself, sir. I think per- 
haps the comptroller would be better able to give you more positive 
assurances. But I have been advised that the apportionment. pro- 
cedure will follow the appropriation and authorization. I am as 
of this time more confident that in this year we will not have the 
difliculty that we had before, as I tried to explain to the chairman 
earlier. So far as it may be useful to the record and to your answer, 
this is the assurance as given me. 

Perhaps the Chair or the committee would like to have some further 
explanation of this problem or assurances from the comptroller’s 
office, which I am sure they would be happy to offer. 

Mr. Ducanper. You may not be aware of it, Mr. Secretary, or 
you may. But it was necessary for the chairman to take up with the 
Secretary of Defense the necessity for allowing the Air Guard to use 
money which had been authorized and appropriated and which the 
Secretary of Defense would not allow the Air Guard to spend. Fortu- 
nately, because he took it up with the Secretary of Defense on two 
different occasions, we have been advised that the Secretary will now 
allow the Air Guard to have the money. But, it shouldn’t be neces- 
sary for the chairman of the subcommittee to have to do that, once it 
has been authorized and appropriated. 

Secretary Bryant. I agree with you thoroughly. Under the cir- 
cumstances, I feel obliged to discuss this personally with the Secretary 
onmy return. And I will doso, 

Mr. Ducanper. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Brooks. May I say that that is the general feeling of the mem- 
bers of the committee, that when the authorization is granted and the 
funds appropriated, we have difficulty in having them spent. And you 
come up year by year with a surplus, when our testimony and what 
we learn individually is that these facilities are needed. Now, at the 
very moment we were having the conference of governors, represent- 
ing practically every governor in the country, and they were pleading 
for funds for the purpose of building National Guard armories, we 
were showing up with surpluses. And it didn’t make sense to the 
members of the committee—it doesn’t make sense to me now. If I 
could amplify for the record something I could tell the Members on 
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the floor of the House about that, I would like to have your 


explanation. 

Secretary Bryant. I would be happy, sir, with your permission, to 
so amplify the record, and I will discuss this and get an answer the 
best I can for you within the next day or two. 

Mr. Brooks. For instance, just the other day the chairman of one 
of the committees in Congress mentioned the fact to me that he gained 
very little by having an authorization for an armory and then getting 
funds; because, although they needed it badly, there was no way to 
obtain the release of funds for the actual construction. 

I know in my congressional district personally there is a demand 
for an armory which has been approved by the State and yet the 
funds are not available for that purpose. 

It was scheduled to be in the program. But it hasn’t shown up. 
And yet we show up with apparently a surplus of funds. 

Secretary Bryant. May I, then, try to secure some amplification 
for the record on this issue and submit it to the committee? 

(The information is as follows :) 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
PROPERTIES AND INSTALLATIONS, 
Washington, D. C., June 16, 1958. 
Hon. OVERTON BRooKs, i 
Chairman, Subcommittee No. 1, Armed Services Committee, House of 
Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Brooks: During the hearings on H. R. 12369 before your Subcom- 
mittee No. 1 an amplification of a reply to the following question asked of me 
by the committee counsel was requested to be submitted for the record: 

“If a project has been authorized and you have appropriations and the indi- 
vidual department requests an apportionment of funds, what assurance can the 
committee have that the Department of Defense will allow them to have the 
funds?” 

I believe it would be helpful to an understanding of this problem if the pro- 
cedures utilized in the administration of this program were more fully explained. 

Projects submitted to the Congress, either under the consultation procedure 
heretofore in effect or for authorization on a line item basis as in the proposed 
legislation under consideration, have been carefully reviewed as to the validity 
of the requirement and for conformance with established policies and criteria of 
the Department. When necessary congressional authorization has been granted 
and funds appropriated, funds are normally apportioned promptly to execute 
the projects involved. However, when changes in requirements occur before 
the funds for the project have been apportioned, or when reservist strength at 
a location for some reason is not sustained or does not attain anticipated levels, 
to the extent that expenditure of appropriated funds would not then be prudent, 
it has been our position that a project should be deferred until the situation 
has been corrected or clarified. Changes by a number of the States in their 
project locations and priorities have added to these difficulties in the Army 
National Guard program. For both the Army Reserve and Army National 
Guard, the revised drill pay strengths and the revision of the organizational 
structure under the pentomic division structure may continue to be a source of 
delay for some projects until the Department of the Army and the State Na- 
tional Guard officials complete the detailed troop basis and unit distribution 
plans reflecting those changes. 

As has been more fully explained in the hearings before Subcommittee No. 5, 
the basic statute under which appropriated funds are administered requires ap- 
portionment of funds by responsible officials in the executive branch so as “to 
achieve the most effective and economical use thereof.” The statute further 
provides : 

“In apportioning any appropriation, reserves may be established to provide for 
contingencies, or to effect savings whenever savings are made possible by or 
through changes in requirements, greater efficiency of operations, or other de- 
velopments subsequent to the date on which such appropriation was made avatl- 
able.” [Emphasis supplied.] 


Therefore, in the review of these programs it becomes the responsibility of 
the program managers to bring any changes in requirements to the attention 
of the Secretary of Defense prior to the submission of apportionment requests 
to the Bureau of the Budget, in order that he may adequately discharge his 
responsibilities under this statute. Since this matter was covered comprehen- 
sively in the statement of Assistant Secretary McNeil before Subcommittee No. 
», I am forwarding herewith a copy of that statement to complete this picture. 

The above statement has covered the program aspects relating to the appor- 
tionment of funds for individual construction projects. So far as the overall 
fiscal situation for fiscal year 1959 is concerned, Department of Defense policies 
were clearly outlined in a recent letter from the Secretary of Defense to the 
chairman of the Department of Deiénse Subcommittee of the House Committee 
on Appropriations, a copy of which is attached. 

Sincerely yours, 
FiLoyp S. BRYANT. 

Mr. Brooks. I want to generally compliment the Secretary for doing 
a good job on the overall program. But we do have that feeling that 
when you come here with a program and we approve it and then try 
to help g get the funds for the program we have no assurance that the 
money is going to be spent on that particular program, but the tend- 
ency is to show a surplus so that—I don’t know the purpose, but the 
result is it is more difficult the next year to get funds for a new pro- 
gram because there has been a surplus in prior years. 

Secretary Bryant. I understand that, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. I think, unless Mr. Bray—Mr. Bray, do you have any 
questions ? 

Mr. Bray. No. 

Mr. Brooxs. Unless there are further questions. Now, we don’t 
have time to take up the Army case this morning, because the full 
commitee meets at 10 o’clock. 

I would think this: Unless there is a contrary idea, the best thing 
to do would be to adjourn now until 9 in the morning, and at that 
time take up the Naval and Marine Corps Reserve case. Perhaps, 
too, we will have an opportunity to meet tomorrow afternoon, if the 
House will let us, so we can clean up a large part of this bill tomorrow. 
Is that satisfactory ? 

Mrs. Str. Grorce. Yes. 

Mr. Brooks. If the committee goes along with me on that idea, then, 
I think we will adjourn until tomorrow morning at 9 o’clock, Mr. 
Ducander. 

Mr. Ducanper. ( Aside.) 

Mr. Brooks. We will start with the Navy tomorrow morning, as 
the first witness, and after that the Air Force and the Army. 

The committee is adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 9:50 a. m., the subcommittee adjourned, to re- 
convene at 9 a. m. . Friday, June 6, 1958.) 


Hovusr or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
SuscomMitre No. 1, 
Washington, D. C., Friday, June 6, 1958. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 9:10 a. m., 
in room 313-A, Old House Office Building, Hon. Overton Brooks 
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 
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Mr. Brooxs. The subcommittee will come to order. 

This morning we have as the first witness Rear Adm. John Taylor, 
United States Navy, in support of H. R. eappe: 

Admiral Taylor, will you come forward, sir? 

Admiral Taxor. This is Captain Etter of the Bureau of Yards and 
Docks, who is responsible for the execution of the program. 

If I may, I will read my statement. 

Mr. Brooks. Very well. 

Admiral Taxytor. Mr. Chairman, bwelcome this opportunity to ap- 
pear before you again in support of the Naval Reserve forces facilities 
program. 

Under the provisions of Public Law 783-81, the facilities for sup- 
port of the Naval and Marine Corps Reserve have been extended and 
improved to the extent that they are now numerically sufficient. 

At this point I would like to ‘interject a qualifying phrase. With 
the exception of one center which has been disestablished, but which 
has not yet been replaced. 

We consider the replacement center in Manhattan as being a re- 
placement for a center which was disestablished several years ago and 
which we have not been able to replace yet. 

Mr. Brooks. Other than that you have, numerically, a sufficiency ? 

Admiral Tayzor. Yes.- 

Mr. Brooxs. How about capacitywise ? 

Admiral Taytor. Capacitywise, in most cases it is suffcient, but 
there are a few exceptions which we will come to later in the statement. 

Mr. Brooks. Very well. 

Admiral Taytor. In past years a total of $82 million has been ap- 
propriated to carry out this program. To date, a little more than 
$64 million have been obligated and it is expected this total will be 

raised to $70 million by the end of fiscal year 1958. 
Our performance in current years has been as follows: 





1957 1958 1959 
sale a tre oA : j ee Es ety a 
Program authorizat on_- | $16,000, 000 $15, 000.000 | 1 $12,000, 000 
Carryover from pr.or years._-- 34,000.000 | 31,000.000 2 10, 000, 000 
Obl gat ons. _- : 19, 000 000 13 000, 000 215, 000, 000 
Expend ‘tures 16, 000, 000 17, 000, 000 2 16, 000, 000 


1 Requested. 
2 Est mated. 


Mr. Brooks. Right there, if I may interpolate, the real program 
for Navy Reserve “facilities must have been prior to 1957. I notice 
you had a carryover, for instance, from 1956, of $34 million, which 
is almost twice as much as you have had in the way of direct appro- 
priations since. 

Admiral Taytor. Yes, sir. The performance under the program 
was not good in prior years, due perhaps to problems in real estate 
and things of that nature and we were looking forward to or trying 
to get this carryover down to a reasonable f figure, as you can see, and 
one that will be acceptable to your committee. 

Mr. Brooxs. Now, your carryover at the end of this year will be 
$10 million ? 

Admiral Taytor. That is estimated. 
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Mr. Brooks. Is that calendar year, or fiscal year? 

Admiral Taytor. That is fiscal year, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. That is a good deal better than it has been. 

Admiral Taytor. In going to this new plan, this line item author- 
ization, we are also trying to put the whole program on a more realis- 
tic and logical basis than it has been in the past. 

In the ‘beginning, as you know, there was a very large job ahead 
and there was an effort to approach it as a mass problem. Now, we 
are getting down to individual cases. 

Mr. Brooks. You state the program for the Navy was $82 million, 
but you are not telling the committee, are you, that that $82 mil- 
lion constitutes all of the money that the Navy has spent for its 
reserve facilities program over a period of many years? 

Admiral Taytor. No, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. That is only for 3 years? 

Admiral Taytor. Under the provisions of Public Law 

Mr. Brooks. Proceed. 

Admiral Taytor. However, many of the activities now in use are 
World War II vintage buildings converted to reserve training and 
are of temporary type construction, while others are occupied on 
a lease basis from nongovernmental activities. Most of these two 
categories will ultimately require replacement. Coupled with the 
foregoing, the facilities program must keep pace with up-to-date 
training equipment and procedures, Thus, modernization and re- 
habilitation of existing facilities is a continuing requirement. 

Our plans for the future envision only replacement and moderniza- 
tion of facilities. Further, we plan to replace only those facilities 
which have a well-attended, virile trainnmg program, and where 
replacement is necessitated by lease provisions, high annual costs of 
maintenance, or advanced deterioration. 

The facilities program consists of three budget activities: 

(a) The Naval Reserve, aviation program, which also supports 
Marine Corps Reserve aviation, is composed of 22 activities. Six of 
these are Naval Air Reserve training units situated on regular air 
stations and the remainder are reserve air stations. Our foreseeable 
requirements to keep these activities in step with the demands of 
modern aireraft and associated equipment amounts to $125 million. 
This includes replacement of those buildings which are deteriorated 
beyond economical repair, modernization of other buildings and mod- 
ernization of operations facilities. 

(6) The Naval Reserve, surface program consists of 319 training 
centers and facilities, and 184 electronic facilities and stations. A 
major effort is now underway to reorganize sizeable segments of the 
surface program into crews ready on short notice to man antisub- 
marine warfare ships for immediate augmentation of the fleet in an 
emergency. This will necessitate the providing of some berthing 
facilities and dockside services in conjunction with the adjacent train- 
ing centers. Modernization and replacement of overage temporary 
buildings, previously mentioned is required. The total foreseeable 
requirements for the Naval Reserve, surface program are estimated 
at $29 million. 

(c) The Marine Corps Reserve, ground, facilities establishment 
consists of 231 training centers, 163 of which are combined with the 
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Naval Reserve training centers mentioned above. Although no addi- 
tional centers are required, replacement, expansion or modernization 
of some of the present. facilities is See required. Foreseeable 
needs are estimated to cost about $8 million. 

Thus, there is a foreseeable requirement of $162 million for the 
overall program. Of this, we propose to accomplish about $15 mil- 
lion in fiscal year 1959. 

The fiscal year 1959 authorization program includes provisions 
for— 


(a) Replacement of four training centers; 

(6) Replacement of 10 electronic facilities ; 

(c) Improvements to 4 training centers and 3 ships’ operations 
facilities ; 

(d) Acquisition of two sites of presently used centers; 

(e) Improvements and modernization at 12 naval air stations. 


In planning for this program, the principle of joint utilization is 
observed to the utmost, as required by law. A summary of this joint 
utilization follows: 

(a) All Naval Reserve aviation facilities are jointly used; 

(6) 74 percent of Naval Reserve Surface Training Centers Facili- 
ties are jointly used; 

(c) 71 percent of*Marine Corps Reserve Training Centers are 
jointly used. 

The fact that electronic facilities stations are mostly small, leased 
spaces which are shared with the lessor makes them, in general, un- 
suitable for supporting other Reserve components. However, they 
are jointly used wherever possible and where the need of other serv- 
ices exists—at 17 facilities presently. 

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my prepared statement. My assist- 
ants, who represent the three major categories of this program plus 
the Bureau of Yards and Docks, and I are ready for your questions. 

Captain Etter has a very short statement. 

Mr. Brooks. You may proceed. 

Captain Errer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

As a prelude to the detailed testimony, I would like to report briefly 
on the current status of the construction program. In the past 5 fiscal 
years, during which there has been a separ ate appropriation for Naval 
Reserve facilities, projects totaling $104.2 million have been approved, 
and funds have been appropriated i in the amount of $82.7 million. 

We anticipate that by June 30 of this year a cumulative total of $70 
million of these projects will have been obligated. Thus, as of the 
end of fiscal year 1958 we will have on our books unobligated authori- 
zations amounting to $34.2 million. In keeping with the desires of 
the Department of Defense that authorizations and funds be approxi- 
mately balanced at the time of transition to specific line item authori- 
zation, approximately $23.5 million of authorization will be made 
available for rescission as of June 30, 1958. Since certain of these 
facilities are still required, 9 items amounting to $1,141,000 are in- 
included in the fiscal year 1959 authorization request currently being 
presented to this committee. 

To date this fiscal year obligations have totaled $7 million of our 
fiscal year 1958 obligation plan of $13 million. This slow obligation 
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rate has been dictated by expenditure limitations. Due to relatively 
high obligations in fiscal year 1957, expenditures against prior year 
starts have been such as to necessitate delaying new obligations in the 
fiscal year 1958 until the latter part of the year. Between now and 
June 30, 1958, we expect to enter into an additional $6 million of new 
contracts which will complete our obligation plan. 

Our plan is to obligate approximately $15 million during fiscal year 
1959. Since this exceeds the authorization being requested, the net 
result will be to reduce our backlog of authorization. Our current 
estimate of the expenditure situation for fiscal year 1959 indicates that 
we should be able to follow a normal obligation pattern, and that it 
will not be necessary to defer contract awards until the last quarter as 
has been the case this fiscal year. 

I shall be pleased to answer any specific questions which you may 
have concerning this program. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Brooks. Your total carry over from prior years in cash in $10 
million ? 

Captain Errer. $10.7 million of authorization, $12.7 million of cash. 

Mr. Brooxs. Your obligations that are carried over are $15 million, 
is that right ? 

Captain Errer. Not the obligations, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Brooks. I thought they were more than $15 million. 

Admiral Taytor. Are you referring to the first page of my state- 
ment, sir? 

Mr. Brooks. Yes. 

Admiral Taytor. That would be the obligations estimated to 
take place during fiscal year 1959. That is not a carryover figure. 

The second line is the only one that is a carryover. 

Mr. Brooks. So that is the estimated obligations. The carryover 
is $34 million, is it not? 

Captain Errer. That is right, sir, of which we expect to rescind 
approximately $23.5 million, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Brooks. Do you have a list of those that you expect to 
rescind at this time ? 

Captain Errer. Approximately, Mr. Chairman. Due to the fact 
that we may not be able to award everything we bid between now 
and the Ist of June, some of those may slide into next year but we 
ean closely approximate that figure with a list. 

Admiral Taytor. You mean the Ist of July ? 

Captain Errer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. We would like to have a list of those to be rescinded. 

Captain Errer. Could we furnish it for the record, sir? 

Mr. Brooks. Would it be advisable in your opinion to put that 
rescission in this particular bill? 

Admiral Taytor. I see no reason why we should not. It is getting 
close to the 1st of July now. 

Mr. Brooks. That is correct. We cannot possibly get the bill 
through and signed by the President prior to July 1, as I see it. 

Mr. Bray. Mr. Chairman, that is the authorization you intend to 
rescind ? 

Admiral Taytor. That is right, that would be definitely rescinded. 
However, some of those might be asked for later. 
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Captain Errer. Mr. Bray, they are the type of thing where we 
have had a change in mission or a change im requirement such as the 
Naval Air Station at Akron-Cleveland, Ohio, where we got authori- 
zation and then did not go ahead w ith it, or the Naval Air Station 
at Portland, Oreg., sir. 

In addition to that there is'a nominal amount of bits and pieces 
such as where we may have had authorization for a job including 
contingencies which were not required. 

Mr. Bray. I realize that: but, as the chairman suggested, I think 
as soon as you know that a program is not going on, will be taken 
off either indefinitely or permanently, we should phase out of it and 
action should be taken to rescind it. If it is something you are just 
vacillating on, whether you are going to do this month, next month, 
or next year, that is not the case, but whether it is an indefinite period, 
I believe it should be taken off because otherwise it looks like a large 
backlog here and indicates a lack of interest on your part and the 
committee’s part to do something about it. 

Captain Errer. May I clarify that a little bit, sir? The reason | 
am vacillating on what might ‘be $2 million of the $23.5 million is 
that when we came into this new program this year— 

Mr. Brooks. There is only $2 million of that ? 

Captain Errer. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Bray. Well, that is nota large amount. 

Captain Errer. That is right. It is bits and pieces of projects we 
will rescind that we will not need. We have approximately $21 mil 
lion of line items which we will list, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. We would like to have a list and we would like to have 
the reasons why you want the rescission of that authority. If the 
matter comes up on the floor, we will be able to give the reasons for it. 

Admiral Tayzor. The committee is certainly entitled to have that 
information, sir, and you shall have it. 

Mr. Bray. I believe you have been quite alert in pushing matters 
along and my remarks are not criticism because I do not feel that way 
about it, but apparently, I think for your sake and ours both, the 
matter should be clarified. 

(The information is as follows :) 


Military construction, Naval Reserve Forces—Amounts available for rescission 


AVIATION PROGRAM 





amount 





Station | nes Rescission Reason 
j 


MAD: Abvenm, Ome iis. Joa $39,000 | TACAN, station disestablished; project canceled 


NAS, Akron-Cleveland, Ohio----.-..-- 3, 864, 000 Aviation facilities; project canceled due withdrawal 
of 4 ir Force. 
NAS, Columbus, Ohio---.-....---- 128, 075 | Sprinkler protection, buildings 3 and 39; projects 


canceled; to be resubmitted after engineering 
| stvdy. 
, 179,000 | Aviation facilities; project canceled due to reduction 
in Navy program. 


ees Ueene, WOK... en cecal 


NAS, Lincoln, Nebr-_-.....-...------ 276,288 | Turbojet test cell; station disestablished; project 
canceled, 
NAS, Los Alamitos, Calif...........--| 104, 000 | 2squadrons operations buildings; not funded in fiseal 


vear 1958; continuing authorization requested in 
| fiscal year 1959. 
MCAS, Miami, Fla___- sbakicn 157, 569 | Turbojet test cell; change in requirement; project 
canceled. 
NAS, Minneapolis, Minn_--------- 154, 000 Do. 
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Military construction, Naval Reserve Forces—Amounts available for 
recission—Continued 


AVIATION PROGRAM—Continued 


Station 


NAS, New Orleans, La 


NAS, 
NAS, 


NAS, Olathe, Kans_......__- 


PR Es Wha. 0 bach chcekee 
Oakland, Calif... 


NAS, Portland, Oreg_- 
NAS, St. Louis, Mo 
NAS, 


South Weymouth, 


NAS, Willow Grove, Pa_._-.- 


TOG. 3c. 


N&MCRTC, Akron, Ohio-__-. 
NA&MCRTC, Albany, N. Y 
N&MCRTC, Chicago, Il 
NRTC, Clifton, N. J. 
NREF, Danville, Ky 


NRTC, Davenport, Iowa___.......-- 
N&MCRTC, Dayton, Ohio 


N&ARTC, Elmira, N. Y 
N&ARTC, Hutchinson, Kans 
N&MCRTC, Kansas City, Mo.__...- 


NREF, Malden, Mass................ 


N&MCRTC, Manchester, N. H 
i ae Oe tee 
NREF, Modesto, Calif 

N&MGRTC, San Francisco, Calif. - 
N& MERTC, San Jose, Calif 


NRTC, San Pedro, Calif.............. 
N&MCRTC, Steubenville, Ohio 


NRTC, Stockton, Calif... _... 
N&MCRTC, St. Louis, Mo 
N&MCRTC, Waco, Tex. 


icocommes 


7 
} 











Rescission 
amount 


455, 272 





| 


338, 575 | 


1, 078, 007 


6, 713, 654 
626, 818 
170, 000 | 
197, 411 


| 17, 847, 669 


SURFACE 


$95, 484 
44, 819 
577, 105 
93, 701 
71, 000 


2, 268 
49, 937 


7,016 
21, 054 
76, 329 


200 
, 947 


15 | 


, 815 
, 000 


, 475 
, 430 
, 679 


* 418, 363 | 


24, 020 | 


, 389 | 


, 680 | 





| 





| 
+ 
i 
t 


Reason 


Administration building; transportation and main- 
tenanee facilities; barracks; Navy exchange and 
post office; audit; CPO and EM club; not funded 
in fiscal year 1958; part of authorization being 
requested fiscal year 1959. 

Turbojet test cell; change in requirements, 

New barracks; reduction in requirements; existing 
barracks rehabilitated. 

Runway extension and _ shoulder stabilization: 
Change in requirements; runway extension can- 
celed; stabilization not funded in fiscal year 1958; 
continuing authorization requested in fiscal year 
1959. 

Aviation facilities: Project canceled due to with- 
drawal of AF. 

TACAN: Fuel storage; turbojet; station disestab- 
lished; projects canceled. 

Turbojet test cell: Change in requirements, project 
canceled. 

Indoor training tank: Change 


in requirement; 
project canceled. 


PROGRAM 


Balance not required; construction complete. 
Do. 


Do. 

Project canceled due to change in requirement. 

Not funded in 1958 continuing authorization re- 
quested in fiscal year 1959. 

Purchase completed at less cost. 

— not required; construction essentially com- 
plete 

ii 5 ~ complete at reduced cost. 


Balance not required; construction essentially com- 

plete 

Project canceled; city passed referendum objecting 
to construction. 

Acquisition completed at no cost. 

ro completed at less cost. 


0. 

Do. 
No funds appropriated, construction canceled due 
change in requirements, acquisition at $78,000 


included in fiscal year 1959 program. 
Project completed at less cost. 
Not funded in fiscal year 1958, continuing authoriza- 
tion requested in fiscal year 1959. 
Aoqpeation complete at less cost. 
do. 


Do. 








NRTC, Abilene, Tex 
ANMCRTC, Albany, 
NRTC, Amarillo, Tex 
N&MCRTC, Atlanta, Ga 
NRTC, Aurora, Il 

NRTC, Chicago, Il 

MCR, Charlotte, N. C 

N& MCRTC, Columbia, s.C 
NRTC, Danville, es. 
NRTC, Des Moines, Iowa 
MCR, Durham, N. C 
NRTC, E! Paso, Tex 

MCR, Erie, Pa _. 
N&MCRTC, Eugene, Oreg 
NRTC, Fort Smith, Ark 


N. Y 





GROUND PROGRAM 


$36, 291 
37, 889 
42, 047 
25, 014 
45, 224 
32, 716 

9, 471 


66, 632 | 


42, 031 
22, 707 


5, 042 | 


41, 291 
39, 415 

7, 139 
33, 078 


Project complete; balance not required. 
Do. 
Do. 
Essentially complete; balance not required. 
Project complete; balance not required. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
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Military construction, Naval Reserve Forces—Amounts available for 
recission—Continued 


GROUND PROGRAM—Continued 





Station | Reseission Reason 
; amount 
| | 
| 
MCR, Freemansburg, Pa- -- $9,325 | Project complete; balance not required. 
NRTC, Freeport, Long Island, N. Y__| 1, 801 | Do. 
N&MCRTC, Fresno, Calif__- aig 60,000 | Project canceled, due change in requirements 
NRTC, Gary, Ind | 48,396 | Project complete; balance not required. 
NRTC, Hamilton, Ohio____--- Sin 26, 083 | Do. 
NRTC, Hartford, Conn... 4,814 Do. 
NRTC, Jackson, Mich_- 44, 531 | Do. 
NRTC, Joplin, Mo--- 39, 396 | Do. 
N&MCRTC, Kansas City, Mo 13,128 | Essentially complete; balance not required. 
MCRTC, Kentfield, Calif 89,000 | Project canceled; new center to be proposed in fiscal 
year 1960. 
NRTC, LaCrosse, Wis-- 46,031 | Project complete; balance not required 
NRTC, Lima, Ohio 35, 008 Do. 
NRTC, Lincoln, Nebr i 51, 308 Do. 
NRTC, Lorain, Ohio 22, 558 Do. 
ANMCRTC, Macon, Ga 128,000 | Project canceled; addition to present facility infea- 
sible. 
NRTC, Manchester, N. H 49,775 | Project complete; balance not required. 
NRTC, Mansfield, Ohio_- 34, 871 Do 
NRTC, Milwaukee, Wis 49, 364 Do, e 
NRTC, Muskegan, Mich } 32, 160 Do 
MCR, New Orleans, La 2, 126 Do 
NRTC, Portsmouth, Ohio 5, 011 Do 
NRT C. Pueblo, Colo 42, 458 Do 
N& MC ‘RTC, Salem, Oreg 7,041 Do 
NRTC, Salt Lake City, Utah 98, 809 Do 
NRTC, San Angelo, Tex e 31, 011 Do 
N& MCRTC, Springfield, Tl_- 77, 244 Do 
NRCT, Steubenville, Ohio_- 5, 531 Do. 
NRTC, Terre Haute, Ind 56, 376 Do. 
NRTC, Trenton, N. J 3, 386 Do. 
N&MC RTC, Waco, Tex_-. 43, 359 Do. 
NRTC, W heeling, W. Va. 29, 285 Do, 
MCR, W ichita, Kans 5, 263 Do 
NRTC Dy Wichita, Falls, Tex. 24, 317 Do 
NRTC, Williamsport, Pa 8, 698 Do. 
N&MC R TC, Winston-Salem, N. C 76, 850 Do 
NRTC, Zane sville , Ohio 33, 362 Do 
Total_..__- 1, 821, 662 
Total recission 21, O87, 695 


Mr. Brooxs. Last year we went into these authorizations and asked 
each service whether the authorizaitons we granted last year would 
be consumed in the course of the year. 

Now, what would be your answer tothat, Admiral? Was last year’s 
authorization consumed ? 

Admiral Taytor. As you will remember, sir, last year the authoriza- 
tion was for all the services. 

Mr. Brooks. But each service had its separate estimate. We re- 
duced it so it would be of an amount which the services woul l ask for 
in coming operations. How did that work out with the Navy! 

Admiral Tayztor. We went over all our planning since we last 
appeared before you and we have revised downward the estimates of 
what is required along the lines of maximum economy. That is why 
we now feel that our overall requirements, foreseeable requirements, 
are considerably smaller than they were before. 

Mr. Brooks. What was the estimated authorization last year for 
the Navy? 

Admiral Taytor. $15 million. 

Mr. Brooks. How much of the $15 million has been funded ? 

Admiral Taytor. Could you answer that, Captain Etter? 
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Captain Errer. Under the blanket authorization, the funds were 
concurrent. with authorization. Now that we are going into line-item 
authorization, they will have to be separately funded. 

I might point out, Mr. Chairman, that—— 

Mr. Brooks. You have funded the $15 million. Now, is all of that 
being constructed ? 

Captain Errer. It is not now all under construction, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Brooks. How much is under construction ¢ 

Captain E TTER. I do not have that breakdown, sir. I do not know 
which was 1958 and which was 1957 and prior years’ authorization, 
sir. 

We will obligate $18 million during the year and we will rescind 
$23 million, thus, we will carry over ‘into 1959 $10.7 million, we are 
asking for $12 million new and we will then have $22.7 million of live 
authorization against which we expect to obligate $15 million next 
year. 

Mr. Brooks. You obligated $13 million this year ? 

Captain Errer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. And you got an authorization of $15 million so you are 
really short $2 million there in your funding ? 

c apt un Errer. Well, actually, Mr. Brooks: there is more than $2 
million of 1958 that did not go because some of that $13 million is 
1957 and prior authorization. 

Mr. Brooks. So more than $2 million out of last year’s authoriza- 
tion has not been funded ? 

Captain Errer. It has not been put under contract, sir; but it will be 
put under contract in 1959, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Some of it has not been funded, too? 

Captain Errer. That part of it which has not been funded will be 
on the funding list when we go to the Appropriations Committee, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. But that will be funding for next year ¢ 

Captain Errer. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. So you expect to consume most of last year’s authoriza- 

“ by the end of this year? 
Captain Errer. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. With funding? 

Captain Errer. That is right. 

Mr. Brooks. And then you want $15 million new authorization for 
wa fiscal year 1959 7 

Captain Errer. $12 million, sir. We are going to obligate $15 mil- 
lion, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. That is right. In authorization you want $12 million 
and you will obligate $15 million, which will reduce your authoriza- 
tions by $3 million? 

Captain Errer. Plus the rescission, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Then you will rescind $21 million ? 

Captain Errer. $23 million. I merely said at this time I could not 
put my finger on that other $2 million until after the end of the year. 

Mr. Brooks. We want a list of the $23 million that you will rescind 
and we will get the reasons why you want to rescind these items in 
particular projects. Then we will consume the $23 million in re- 


SCISSLONS. 
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Did you have any other problem in reference to bringing your 
operations down to date, other than that ? 

Captain Errer. No, sir, I think we are over the hill. We had, of 
course, a lot of problems with land acquisition where we had both 
State and city governments involved, and there were some negoti- 
ations, but I think we are out of the woods on that now. 

Mr. Brooxs. Only one new facility might have to be built. That 
is the admiral’s testimony. 

Admiral Taytor. There is one which has already been disestab- 
lished and which has not been contracted for to replace. The one at 
Manhattan. That is why I say in my statement that they are nu- 
merically sufficient in paragraph 2, but that that statement needs 
qualification. It does not mean we are not going to augment other 
centers which are already existing and operating. 

Later on in my statement I say we are going to replace 4 training 
centers, 10 electronic facilities, and so forth. 

Mr. Brooks. They are centers that had a prior existence ? 

Admiral Taytor. Yes, sir, that are existing today. 

Mr. Brooxs. They are not new stations at all, but you are going to 
perform some replacement and modernization ? 

Admiral Taytor. The modernization program, though, is mostly at 
the air stations. 

Mr. Brooks. The other is expansion ? 

Admiral Tayior. A few are expansions, but mostly the surface 
——— and the marine program are actually replacements of 

uildings. 

Mr. Brooxs. You have 4 training centers and 3 ship operation fa- 
cilities. That is seven there. You wanted to obtain 2 new sites and 
you wanted improvements and modernization of 12 naval air stations. 
Now, are those included in your request for authorization for next 
year ? 

Admiral Taytor. Yes, sir. We have a list here, by line item, for 
your consideration and then, of course, we have the book here. 

Mr. Brooks. If there are no further questions, we will start on 
the book and go down the items that you have need for. 

Admiral Taytor. I would like to start with Naval Reserve aviation 
and go right down the program. This is all summarized in a sum- 
mary sheet more briefly than in the book. However, I presume you 
would like to go through the book completely, sir ? 

Mr. Brooks. Yes. 

Admiral Taytor. At this time I would like to introduce the spon- 
sors of these three programs. There are three budget activities here 
and the aviation sponsor is Comdr. D. E. Epperson, of the Bureau of 
Aeronautics. 

Mr. Brooxs. Do you wish to come up, Commander? We will make 
a seat for you there. 

Admiral Taytor. The first item is at Dobbins Air Force Base, 
Atlanta, Ga. 

A technical training building which provides classroom space for 
training aviation Reserves. 

Mr. Brooxs. What about that, Commander? Do you wish to ex- 
plain it, Admiral ? 

Admiral Taytor. I would rather have the sponsor do it, sir, because 
he is more familiar with it. 
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Commander Errrrson. Mr. Brooks, with your permission, I have a 
short summary to read on each line item. 

Mr. Brooks. All right, sir; just proceed with it. 

Commander Errerson. This is a technical training building, Naval 
Air Station, Atlanta. No land acquisition is involved. Completion 
schedule for August 1959. It isa support facility requirement. This 
item is to provide 26,300 square feet of technical training space in 
which to train Reserves. The hangar provides 6,600 square feet of 
technical training instruction space. The proposed structure will 
complete the station requirement for this type of facility. 

Mr. Brooxs. That says Atlanta and Marietta. How far apart are 
they ? 

Commander Epperson. It is in the same place, sir. Dobbins Air 
Force Base is at Marietta, Ga. 

Mr. Brooks. That is what I thought. The facilities are in Atlanta ? 

Commander Epperson. Marietta is north of Atlanta about 15 miles. 

Mr. Brooks. The facilities are there at Atlanta ? 

Commander Epperson. Yes, sir. At Dobbins Air Force Base. 
The new Naval Air Station will be located at Dobbins Air Force Base, 
on Navy-owned land. 

Admiral Taytor. I think what the chairman means is that it is 
confusing to have it called Atlanta in one case and Marietta in the 
other. 

Mr. Brooks. That is correct. 

Commander Errrerson. The facility will be located at the Naval Air 
Station, Atlanta, Ga. 

Mr. Brooks. The training is at Marietta and Dobbins? 

Commander Errrerson. Mr. Chairman, Dobbins Air Force Base, 
which is the new Naval Air Reserve station for Atlanta, is located be- 
tween Atlanta and Marietta. 

Mr. Brooks. Where is it, Atlanta or Marietta? 

Commander Epperson. It is about half-way between, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Are there any questions on that item ? 

If not, we will approve it tentatively. 

Admiral Taytor. The next one is the Naval Air Station at Dallas, 
Tex. There we propose an aircraft ready-fuel plant and standby 
generator plant. ‘ 

Commander Eprrrson. This is additional jet fuel storage at Naval 
Air Station, Dallas, Tex. No land acquisition is involved. It com- 
pletes the schedule for September 1959. It is an operational require- 
ment. This item provides 210,000 gallons of aviation fuel tankage, 
spaced within that 7 days JP fuel. The criterion establishes 10-day 
storage as the recommended minimum storage. : 

Mr. Brooks. Is this base located on one of the municipal airports 
there, or is this separate ¢ 

Commander Eprrrerson. This is not a municipal airport. It is a 
naval air station. 

Mr. Brooks. It is not in connection with the airfield at Dallas? 

Commander Errrerson. The Chance-Vought aircraft factory also 
utilizes this field. 

Mr. Brooks. It is not on Love Field ? 

Commander Eprerson. No, sir. 

Admiral 'Taytor. The generator plant you didn’t cover. That is 
for emergency power in case of commercial source failure. 
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Mr. Brooks. Where is that ? 

Admiral Taytor. That is also at Dallas. 

Mr. Brooks. Is that listed as a part of this particular item? 

Commander Errrerson. Yes, sir; that is a line item also at Naval 
Air Station, Dallas. 

Mr. Brooks. All of it is under the $259,000, however ? 

Admiral Tayxor. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Is this on Government-owned land ? 

Commander Epperson. No, sir; this is on leased land, Mr. Brooks. 

Mr. Brooks. What kind of lease do you have on it? 

Commander Jacoss. My name is Ted Jacobs. We havea very long 
lease. I think it is 1977 for $1. The city could not sell us the land 
because of some restriction in the original deed. 

Mr. Brooks. It is a lease from the city of Dallas? 

Mr. Jacoss. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Are there any questions ? 

We will tentatively approve it. 

Admiral Taytor. Next is at Denver, tower removal and land ease- 
ment, public works and transportation facility, and a standby gen- 
erator plant. 

Mr. Brooks. That is $652,000. Now, where is that located in ref- 
erence to Denver ? 

Commander Errrtrson. The naval air station is 15 miles from Den- 
ver in a southeasterly direction. It is east of Denver. 

The first line item is tower removal and land acquisition. 

This item is to provide funds for the acquisition of fee title and 
approximately 14 acres of land and the improvements thereon com- 

rising a radio transmitter building, radio towers, and related towers 
elonging to radio station KOA, Denver, to protect personnel and 
planes operating at this station. It is necessary to remove the radio 
towers which are located in the approach zone of runway 1482 and 
project into the glide-angle path. In the event it is possible to effect 
removal of these towers by removal of acquisition of an easement at 
substantially less than fee title, removal will be accomplished by this 
manner. 

Mr. Brooks. In other words, by buying an easement, you might 
obviate the need of removing it. You can remove the hazard without 
removing the tower? 

Commander Errerson. The towers will have to be removed, sir. 
That is where the hazard exists. The towers extend into the glide 
angle. 

Mr. Brooks. You say in the event you can obtain an easement there 
that it will make a difference in the removal of your tower. 

Commander Eprerson. They will be removed in any event, sir. It 
will be done in the most economical manner. 

Mr. Brooks. It will not exceed that amount? 

Commander Errrrson. No, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. How about the public works and transportation 
facility ? 

Commander Epperson. This is to provide the required maintenance 
and transportation facilities for Naval Air Station, Denver. Present 
facility is old, inadequate, and located at a great distance, about 1 mile 
from other facilities on the station. This was originally constructed 
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as an armament synchronizing shed and it. is an inadequate structure, 
not serving the purpose of the air station. 

Mr. Brooks. This is actually buildings that you are going to con- 
struct, transportation buildings ? 

Commander Eprrerson. Yes, sir; shop building, shop equipment. 
That is to handle the equipment used in transportation to and from 
Denver; t! * is, used on the station. It is station equipment, trans- 
portation pment on the station. 

Mr. Broows. Take the next one, standby generator plant. 

Commander Eprerson. This item is to provide 200 kilowatts 
standby power for operation of minimum facilities to assure safety of 
flight during power outages. 

The equipment that they have—this is an item that will come up on 
several stations, in several line items throughout this book. 

Mr. Brooks. Perhaps we then should go into it fully right now. 

Commander Errrrson. Yes, sir; I intend to do that. 

Mr. Brooks. Tell us why you are putting in standby generator 
plants there. 

Commander Epperson. I will take this up as an example. What 
is true here is true at all of our stations. It is old equipment, obso- 
lete. In most cases it was portable equipment put in during World 
War II. There are certain essential facilities that cannot be operated 
on the station if you have a power outage, some of these being the 
emergency lights, aviation gasoline farm, jet fuel pump, sump pump, 
boiler, refrigeration units, fire alarm system and other operation 
equipment. 

Mr. Brooks. Is that movable equipment you are putting in? 

Commander Eprrerson. No, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. It takes the plac e of movable equipment ? 

Commander Eprrrerson. This is to replace the obsolete portable 
equipment that we have. 

Mr. Brooks. Now, why do you need generator plants? I am just 
asking for my own information. You have several items of this 
sort. Why do you need standby plants? 

Commander Errrrson. In case of power outage. 

Mr. Ducanprer. Do you mean power failure? 

Commander Errrerson. Yes. The present two independent power 
sources are from substations some miles away from the air station 
and both substations are served from the same prime power source 
and an alternate source of prime commercial power is not available. 

Mr. Brooks. Are you thinking about a disaster when you ask for 
a supplemental plant or is that just normal? 

Commander Eprrrson. It is not uncommon during the wintertime 
to have a power outage. In other words, they cannot furnish the 
station sufficient power to operate certain essential equipment on the 
station that I mentioned. Like airfield obstruction lights. 

Mr. Brooks. You have quite an investment here too, totalling $25 
million, or almost $26 million. 

Commander Errrrson. Yes, sir. 

Captain Errer. It is apparently $11 million with the future re- 
quirements. Currently it is $11 million and an additional half mil- 
lion is being requested this year. 

Mr. Brooks. How many troops do you train at this facility? 
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Commander Eprrrson. At Naval Air Station, Denver, the per- 
sonnel on board 

Mr. Brooks. 2,646? 

Commander Errrrson. Yes, sir, 2,646. 

Mr. Ducanver. That is permanent party personnel, is that right ¢ 

Commander Errrrson. That is the Reserves on board. That is 
the weekend people who come along. The permanent party are 716. 

Mr. Brooks. That is an important facility. 

Are there any questions ? 

Mrs. Sr. Grorer. I have no questions. I would like to go back to 
these standby generators. 

Do you only use those in case of emergency? Is that all they are 
for? You ordinarily use the regular powerplant ! 

Captain Errer. Yes. They are exercised occasionally and this, of 
course, will supply only a small part of the total station demand. It 
merely takes care of the essential operating elements in case of a 
failure of outside power source. 

Mr. Brooks. And you have these in several instances ? 

Captain Errer. Yes, sir. In the case of a critical operating situa- 
tion where we may endanger the planes by loss of communications 
and lighting, we either provide a second high line source or a standby 
source. In these cases the standby source is by far the most econom)- 
cal approach to the problem. 

Mr. Brooxs. Are there further questions / 

If not, we will tentatively approve Denver. 

What is the next one following Denver ? 

Admiral Taytor. Glenview, Ill. Optical landing system and an 
other standby generating plant. 

Mr. Brooks. That is a 200 kilowatt plant ? 

Captain Errer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. That is $179,000. You say it is a 200 kilowatt plant, 
standby, and what is the other / 

Mr. Ducanper. Optical landings system. 

Mr. Brooks. Is that on Government land ? 

Commander Eprrrson. Yes, sir, that is on Government owned land. 

Mr. Brooks. How many acres do you have there? 

Captain Errer. 1,052 owned and 19 leased. 

Mr. Brooks. Are there any questions / 

We will tentatively approve that. 

‘The next is Grosse Ile, Mich., Naval Air Station, 147,000; airfield 
lights. Is that the same as Glenview ? 

Commander Errrrson. This provides runway and taxiway light- 
ing to meet current operational and safety standards at minunum 
criteria, 

At the present time the station is having to use the runway lights 
in order to taxi by. If you had one plane to land, they have to turn 
on the runway lights for him to taxi by. 

Mr. Brooks. This is not economical]; is it? 

Commander Errrrson. It is not economical and it is not safe be- 
cause another plane landing, especially during periods of restricted 
visibility, might possibly try to land on the same runway that the 
plan is taxiing on. This provides blue taxi lights on all runways 
which, of course, cannot be confused with runway lights. 
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Mr. Brooxs. If there is no objection to that, we will tentatively ap- 
prove it. ’ - : 

Then the Naval Air Station at Los Alamitos. That is an airfield 
lighting and land acquisition, $1,192,000. 

You have an investment there of $11 million roughly. Is that it? 

Captain Errer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. You have a total estimated program of $24 million at 
that base ? 

Captain Errer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. What have you to say with regard to your request for 
roughly $2 million 

Commander Errrrson. The first line item we have at NAS Los 
Alamitos covering fee title for 44.4 acres of land adjoining the north- 
east boundary of the station and 80 acres joining the southwest sta- 
tion boundary; the flight clearance easement will be taken off 89.26 
acres of land at the southwest corner, permitting removal of a group 
of trees which constitutes an obstruction in the glide approach to the 
runway. 

This item is to protect the approaches to the runway, in the end 
zone and to get an easement over land to remove a grove of eucalyptus 
trees. 

Mr. Brooks. That is air easement? 

Commander Errrerson. Yes. These eucalyptus trees are 110 feet 
high and extend 60 feet up into the glide angle and during periods 
of bad weather, low visibility, it is possible for a plane to go into 
those trees. You do have some aerial charts that show that very 
well, if you would like to see them. 

Mr. Brooks. If you obtain this and get the easement, what are you 
going to do, reduce the height of those trees ? 

Commander Errrrson. Yes, sir; we will top those trees so they will 
not. extend into the glide angle. We will cut them down. 

Mr. Brooks. Is the base site Government owned ? 

Commander Epperson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ducanper. How much per acre are you paying for the fee title 
that you are acquiring ¢ 

Commander Errrrson. I would like to call on Mr. Tiencken to 
answer that. 

Mr. Trencken. It has been appraised at approximately $5,700 per 
acre. It is high grade subdivision and industrial property. The 
city is just growing into the air station and therefore the lands are 
very expensive. 

Mr. Brooxs. How much did you say per acre? 

Mr. TrenckeNn. $5,700. 

Mr. Brooxs. And you need 124 acres? 

Mr. TreNCKEN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. That will make a total of what amount for 124 acres? 

Mr. TrenckEeN. Approximately $715,000. 

Mr. Brooks. I think we should see the charts on that. Do you 
think you have time this morning to explain it? 

Commander Errrrson. Yes, sir. We have them right here. 

I would like to ask Commander Jacobs to show you the charts. 

(The charts were shown to the subcommittee. ) 
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Mr. Brooxs. I think we better put that in the record. We will ask 
most of these questions over so that the reporter can get them. How- 
ever, we have about exhausted our time. We can meet this afternoon. 
unless there is objection, say, at 2: 30. 

We will met this afternoon and I think we can wind up on this at 
that time. 

If there is no objection then, since our time is about up, we will 
stand adjourned until 2:30 this afternoon. We will ask the Navy 
to be back and the Air Force following the Navy. 

(Whereupon, at 10 a. m., the subcommittee recessed, to reconvene 
at 2: 30 p. m., the same day.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


Mr. Brooks. The subcommittee will please oon to order. 

At the time we recessed, we were at page 4, line 7, Naval Air 
Station, Los Alamitos, Calif. The question we were discussing then 
was that of acquisition of land. At that time we were checking over 
charts. I think since the reporter failed to get most of the answers 
that we elicited from our questions, it would be wise to cover that 
in detail at this time. 

Now, let me ask you, sir, this provides $1,992,000, a part of which 
is for land acquisition. How many acres, now, do we intend 
acquire / 

Mr. Trencken. Approximately 125 acres in fee and approximately 
90 acres in easement. 

Mr. Brooxs. That land will run you for the fee how much? 

Mr. Trencken. We have 2 private appraisals which give a figure 
of approximately $5,700 per acre. 

Mr. Brooks. Those were independent appraisals of reputable busi- 
ness interests engaged in appraisals ? 

Mr. Trencken. Yes, sir, in the Los Angeles, Calif., area. 

Mr. Brooxs. That is a rather high figure. How do you justify 
$5.700 an acre? 

Mr. Trencxen. This property it suitable for subdivision and light 
industrial development. The enchroachments of the town moving 
eastward towards the station is closing in on it so that the land value 
is very much more than the agricultur al character. 

Mr. Brooks, It is being built up all around the base then ? 

Mr. Trencken. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. On one side of the base you have an ammunition 
depot ? 

Mr. Trencken. To the south of the base, yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. That is not being built up in that area, is it ? 

Mr. Trencken. The small strip between the air station and the am- 
munition depot is not at the present time being built up. 

Mr. Brooks. But the rest of the area surrounding the base is being 
built ? 

Mr. Tiencken. To the north and west, yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. What are you going to pay for the easements / 

Mr. Trencxen. That is estimated at something over $900 per acre. 

Mr. Brooks. Now, why is the cost of easeme nt so high? 

Mr. Trenckxen. Likewise, Mr. Chairman, this is in the area which 
is suitable for subdivision and the appraisers consider that the prop- 
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erty will be damaged to that extent in that it will not be as attractive 
for development purposes. 

Mr. Brooks. In other words, the lost value is nearly $1, 000 an acre 
because a part of it will not be able to be used for subdividing at all. 

Mr. Trenckxen. They cannot build up to the proper heights and so 
forth. Restrictions on the heights. 

Mr. Brooks. What size runway do you have there ? 

Mr. ‘Trencken. Eight thousand feet on the principal runway, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. How wide? 

Commander Epperson. 200 feet. 

Mr. Brooks. Is that for jet flying or all types? 

Commander Epperson. All types, Mr. Chairman, including jets. 

Mr. Brooks. Do you have any other land acquisition, save the fee 
and the easements ¢ 

Mr. Trencken. None proposed at this location, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Brooks. All right. Thank you very much. 

Now, that covers Los Alamitos. The main feature there is the 

value of that land. I think we have gone into it pretty thoroughly 
and unless there is some objection 

Mr. Bray. I have no objection, but I would like to ask a question 
for the record here. 

What is the nature of the easements? You are not forbidding 
buildings on the ground, are you ¢ 

Mr. TrencKen. We are limiting the height. The easements will 
start—the minimum height will be ; approximately 40 feet. 

Mr. Bray. It is residential development ¢ 

Mr. Tiencken. It is residential development. 

Mr. Bray. It seems to me like $1,000 an acre, to limit the height 
of buildings in a residential area to 40 feet up should not be worth 
any thousand dollars an acre. 

Take into consideration the bother and the noise. That must not 
be considered. The only damages they could have would be because 
of the restriction in height, and not because of the general nuisance 
that you are making because of noise. 

Mr. Trencxen. Mr. Bray, we are quite aware of that and it has 
come up many times in the subcommittee, 

Mr. Bray. It seems to me like $1,000 would be a lot to give for an 
easement. 

Mr.-Trencken. There has been a recent decision in the Court. of 
Claims back last month that will probably change our thinking a 
little bit and it has been under consideration in the whole Department 
of Defense. 

Mr. Bray. Do you mean a case has been in the Court of Claims 
giving the general noise asa part of the damage? 

Mr. TiencKEN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bray. But it would not cover the people in the next block from 
the easement. 

Mr. Trencken. The court gave the Government a flight clearance 
easement as part of the transaction in this decision ‘and granted 
damages. 

Mr. Bray. Did this come up under an action by the Government ? 

Mr. Tiencken. An action by the subdivider for damages. 

Mr. Bray. Directed against the Government ? 

Mr. Trencken. Yes. 
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Mr. Bray. You would be subject to this same amount of damage 
from everybody in that community if that is finally determined to 
the law and the Supreme Court ticks with it. 

Mr. Trencxen. That is right. 

Mr. Brooks. If you got an easement from a man there would be 
no damage. 

Mr. Trencken. Once the easement is purchased, he has relinquished 
his rights, yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. There being no objection, the item is approved. 

The next one is Naval Air Station, New Orleans, Alvin Callender, 
La. “Administration facilities, communications facilities, naviga- 
tional am operational facilities, maintenance facilities and land 
acquisition, $2,453,000.” Tell us about that item. 

Commander Epperson. Mr. Brooks, I will take up each item 
separately. 

Mr. Brooks. If you will. Begin with administrative facilities. 

Commander Errerson. The administration building, this item will 
provide spaces for the executive offices, administration, personnel ad- 
ministration, communications, legal and security and related functions 
required by the station mission and the marines will also occupy this 
structure. 

Mr. Ducanper. How much for this item ? 

Commander Errrrson. $368,000. 

Mr. Brooks. What isthe next item? Community facilities? 

Commander Errerson. Yes, sir. 

Admiral Taytor. We seem to have our papers in a different order 
than yours. 

Mr. Brooxs. I am reading from the bill. I have both of your figures 
here. 

Commander Errrerson. We have them here, but they are in a little 
different order. 

Mr. Brooks. If you would rather take them up in the way you have 
them in the bill—tactical air navigation facilities. 

Commander Errrerson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Proceed. 

Commander Epperson. TACAN is an abbreviation for Tactical Air 
Navigation. Proposed facility is part of a nationwide system for 
the improvement of air navigation and this specific installation is one 
part of the Naval Air Reserve portion thereof. The request is for 
the construction of an access road, hard stand and electric power and 
building to house electronics equipment which is being provided 
separately. 

Mr. Brooks. What is the next one? Optical landing system ? 

Commander Eprrerson. Yes. 

Mr. Brooks. Noexplanation on that. 

What about squadron operations billet ? 

Commander Epperson. The station is an active duty for training 
facility for two Reserve squadrons which would be continually cruis- 
ing from other stations. The item will provide pilot briefing, squad- 
ron operations, and administrative spaces required for effic jent unit 
training. 

Mr. Brooxs. And next, the fuel wharf and land acquisition. 

Commander Eprerson. This item will permit receipt of aviation fuel 
by barge at an estimated annual saving to the Navy alone of $452,000 
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per year compared to the present method of delivery by tank car, or 
tank truck, and in addition the other two services located on the field 
will utilize this facility. 

Mr. Brooks. That is one of those joint use fields? 

Commander Eprrerson. Yes, sir. 

Admiral 'Tayior. The Navy is the host in this case and accommodates 
the Air Force and the Air National Guard. 

Mr. Brooks. It isa naval air station ? 

Commander Eprrerson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Now, what land are you acquiring there ? 

Commander Epperson. Four acres of land in fee. 

Mr. Brooks. How much is it going to cost ? 

Mr. ‘Trencken. Mr. Chairman, we have that in the justification 
sheets at approximately $8,000 which was based on an estimate. We 
are hoping to get it at less than that, but that was the estimate that was 
available at that particular time. 

Mr. Brooks. Is that not an awful price for that land out there? 

Mr. Trencxen. That appears high and we are having it appraised. 
If the appraisals indicate a value lower than that, of course, we will 
purchase it at the appraised value. 

Mr. Bray. Why do you need that land ? 

Mr. Trencken. It is required for a wharf on the canal several hun- 
dred yards away from the station. 

Mr. Ducanper. They are going to build a timber wharf on the in- 
tercoastal canal there because they feel they can bring the jet fuel in 
cheaper by barge than they can by rail car, or by truck. They have set 
out a savings here of .0127 per gallon and they say it will save the Navy 
s 152,000 a year, 

Mr. Bray. Does the Navy own a place near the waterway ? 

Mr. Tienckxen. No. 

Mr. Bray. You have no land adjacent to this canal ? 

Mr. Trencxen. No land touching this canal at the present time. 

Mr. Brooxs. How far out of New Orleans is that ? 

Commander Errrrson. It is 8 miles southeast of New Orleans. 

Mr. Brooxs. That land is on the canal but it is pretty low land in 
there. Being on the canal would be desirable for industrial purposes, 
I understand that. 

If you have it reappraised, it will come before the subcommittee 
anyway. 

Mr. Trencken. This item will not have to go before the subcommit- 
tee since it is less than $25,000, but we are having it appraised and we 
will attempt to buy it at the appraised value, which now looks like 
it will be somewhere in the neighborhood of $2,000 instead of $8,000. 

Mr. Brooxs. Then why should we approve it at $8,000 under those 
circumstances? Maybe we better pass that by until we get it properly 
appraised ? 

Mr. Trencxen. Mr. Chairman, that figure, as I say, was put in at 
the time the justification sheets were being worked up, and our ap- 
praisals have come in since then, and the item now appears to be $2,000 
instead of $8,000, 

Mr. Brooks. If there is no objection, we will reduce that appraisal 
from $8,000 to $2,000. Isthat all right ? 

Mr. Trencken. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Brooks. How much difference will that make ¢ 

Mr. TrencKken. $8,000 was the total, and it is now $2,000 total, so 
it would be $6,000. 

Mr. Brooks. We will reduce that item by $6,000, with the explana- 
tion of the lower appraisal. 

Admiral Taytor. I think that is very reasonable, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Without objection, we will tentatively approve that 
part of the item. 


Now take up the next one. 
Commander Epperson. The jet-engine-test facility. This unit will 


permit testing of jet engines under controlled conditions without hav- 
ing to put them in the airplane frame. Under present conditions of 
testing, using the airframe, it is necessary to remove the engine if a 
test indicates further work is required. The test cell will eliminate 
this inefficient procedure. The unit will also facilitate training of 
reserves, as the personnel may view the tests from the control chamber. 

Mr. Brooks. Are there any questions on that ? 

We will take up the next one. 

Commander Eprrrrson. Jet-fuel storage. This item will permit 
storage of adequate amounts of aviation fuel aboard the station for 
weekend and 2 weeks’ training of the Naval Reserve. 

Mr. Brooxs. Twenty thousand barrels; is that what it is? 

Commander Eprrrson. This item will provide for four 5,000-barrel 
jet storage tanks. 

Mr. Brooks. Take the next one. I think we have covered the admin- 
istration building. 

How about the auditorium and the gymnasium? Tell us about that. 

Commander Epperson. This is to provide a building which will 
contain the os areas for group instruction and a theater. The 
auditorium theater can also serve as a gymnasium, and this facility 
will be used jointly by all three services at the field, Air Force, Navy, 
and Air National Guard. 

Mr. Ducanprer. How many permanent party personnel do you have 
at Alvin Callender ? 

Mr. Brooks. Nine hundred and forty-one are authorized. 

Commander Errrrson. The permanent party authorized, including 
the joint users, 945. 

Mr. Ducanper. Now, to revert just a moment to the administration 
building, $368,000 for the administration building, and that is for 
80 people. Is that a regular price for an administration building to 
take care of 80 people ¢ 

Commander Eprrrson. I have a list of the people who will be in 
here. 

Mr. Ducanper. 14 officers, 5&8 enlisted men, and 8 civilians that will 
use an administration building that is going to cost $368,000. Is that 
what you consider to be a good price for an administration building 
at this time? 

Captain Errer. Yes, sir. That is $14 a foot for an administration 
building which is about the going price down there this time and 
[ would like to point out that this provides merely 130 feet. per per- 
son, net, in this administration building, which is not unreasonable for 
that type of operation. 
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Mr. Ducanper. Would you figure one hundred and how many 
feet ? I 

Captain Evrrer. It is 14,000 feet, sir, gross, of which 10,400 feet is 
the net. office space, sir. 

Mr. Ducanper. But would you provide 130 square feet for every 
enlisted man who is going to be working in this building? Would 
that not mean almost a separate office for every one of them ¢ 

Commander Eprrrrson. This is based on Department of Defense 
instructions which lists 130 square feet per building occupant in an 
administration building. 

Mr. Ducanver. Well, that is an answer, but I hardly think it is a 
good answer. I realize that that is why you are saying that, that 
the Department of Defense says that 130 square feet per man would 
be right, but do you consider that proper? For a Reserve training 
base, I mean ¢ 

Commander Jacozss. This is just a way of measuring. The 80 
people working there will be serving many people who will be in and 
out of the building, getting their pay records, this and that and the 
other fixed up. This 80 people times 130 provides the file space and 
all the other service counters and so on. 

Naturally no one man would occupy alone a cleared space of that 
many square feet. 

Does that answer the question ? 

Mr. Ducanper. It does to some extent. I just think that at a Re- 
serve training base $368,000 is a very high figure to administer the 
affairs of the Reserves coming in there. 

Mr. Bray. That is over $26 per square foot, which is considered 
quite high. 

Mr. Jacogzs. All the buildings have to be on piling and we have 
quite a considerable problem of foundations. 

Mr. Brooks. You knew that before you put it there. I discussed 
it with you. It is low land, very low. 

What about the auditorium and the gymnasium? You have 
$480,000 for it? 

Commander Errrerson. We feel there is a need for that, Mr. Chair- 
man. The base is remotely located. You have enlisted personnel 
there on 2 weeks’ training duty and for 3 months’ accelerated training 
during the summertime, and this will furnish them a building for 
recreation, for gymnasium in addition to divine services and theater. 

Mr. Ducanper. It is hardly any more remotely located than some- 
one who lives out on River Road out in Bethesda or some place like 
that. 

Commander Errerson. We are thinking of furnishing recreation 
for the enlisted personnel while they are aboard for 2 weeks or longer, 
to keep them out of the city, and they will not have much money to 
spend, in addition. , 

Mr. Brooks. That will provide an auditorium for how many 
people ¢ , 

Commander Epperson. We have a table of maximum personnel to 
be aboard at any one time, that includes a permanent party, Navy and 
Marines, 514; one-fourth of the Reserve personnel, 331; 2 weeks’ 
crmise personnel, 328; and the Air Force personnel, 527; for a total of 


1,700. 
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Mr. Brooks. Is the Air Force going to have 500 people there at all 
times ? 

Commander Errrrson. This is peak loading. At any one time. 

Mr. Brooks. But the Air Forces told me they do not expect to use 
it to any really large capacity. That will make a total of how many 
people ? 

Commander Erprrson. The total I just gave you, which would be 
the maximum that would be aboard at any one time, would be 1,700. 

Mr. Brooks. 1,700? 

Commander Eprrrrson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs, The auditorium is for 1,700 people? 

Commander Eprrrson. I do not believe you could get that many 
people in at one time, but it has 350 seats in the auditorium. 

Mr. Brooks. You have $480,000 for it, have you not 

Commander Errrrson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. It ought to be a pretty good auditorium for that. 

Mr. Ducanoer. Is it air-conditioned ? 

Captain Errrer. Yes,sir. It is chilled water cooling. 

Mr. Brooxs. Is the gymnasium and auditorium—how many people 
will be able to use the gymnasium at one time ? 

Commander Errrerson. This will be the same space, Mr. Chairman. 
The seats will be removable so they can use it as a gymnasium. 

Mr. Brooks. Can 1,700 people use it at one time ? 

Commander Errrrson. No, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. How many ? 

Commander Errerson. 250. There is seating for 350 people. 

Mr. Brooks. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Bray. That is approximately $34 per square foot. 

Mr. Brooxs. Mr. Ducander, would it be possible for you to check 
with the commander privately on some of these items here and we 
could come back to it? Some of them I do not fully understand. 

Check, too, on the costs there that Mr. Bray refers to. I agree with 
the commander when he said $15 a square foot seemed to be about the 
right cost, but this figure does not come out that way. 

Mr. Bray. It is $34 here. 

Captain Errer. That includes the equipment, the pile foundations, 
the chilled water system and the utilities and services necessary to 
accommodate this building. 

The cost for the structure itself is $28 a foot, which compares with 
an across-the-board average of $24. 

Now, the cost index in a area is 1.28. 

Mr. Brooks. $11, then. Is that the average cost you say? 

Captain Errer. No, sir, I said that the cost index is 28 percent in 
excess of the cost index around Washington, which is 1. 

Mr. Brooxs. The construction cost in New Orleans is 1.28? 

Captain Errer. That has been our experience in Alvain Callender, 
yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. Without objection, we will pass this item over and we 
will have a chance to check privately with you before we dispose of 
the bill. 

Take up the next one then. 

Commander Errrerson. Approach lighting at Naval Air Station, 
New York. The installation of the standard approach lighting sys- 
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tem will be accomplished by this item. The system provides naviga- 
tional guidance to the pilot on instrument flight rule procedure. 

Mr. Brooxs. Any questions ¢ 

Tf not, that stands approved. 

Next, Naval Air Station, Niagara Falls, N. Y. Operational and 
training facilities and utilities, $652,000. What is that? 

Commander Eprrrson. The first item is extension of a jet taxiway. 
The taxiway will be placed on land obtained from the United States 
Air Force by permit. It is an operational and safety nee 
It provides a taxiway extension to enable aircraft, particularly jet 
aircraft, to safely utilize the 1,500-foot extension provided by the Air 
Force for the principal station runway. 

Mr. Brooks. How many people do you have at this place? I see it 
is 403 authorized. You actually have 315. 

Commander Eprrerson. That is the permanent party. On board is 
376; 403 authorized; the Reserves is 1,119. 

Mr. Brooks. If there is no objection to this item, it is approved. 

Naval Air Station, Olathe, Kans., training facilities, $570,000. 

Commander Epperson. This item is for the stabilization of runway 
and taxiway shoulders and end zones. It is an operational and safety 
requirement to provide for stabilization of runway and taxiway 
shoulders in accordance with approved criteria. At the present time 
the end zone and shoulders offer hazards for planes which overrun the 
ends and go off the side of existing runways or taxiways. 

Mr. Brooks. How long are these runways there now ? 

Commander Errrerson. The longest runway is 8,500 feet and the 
next is 7,300 feet. 

Mr. Brooks. Where is this place? How far out of Kansas City ? 

Commander Epperson. That is 20 miles southwest of Kansas City. 

Mr. Brooxs. If there are no questions, we will approve this naval 
air station. 

Naval Air Station, South Weymouth, Mass., utilities, $407,000. 

Commander Errrrson. This is to extend the underground steam 
line which will eliminate operational costs chargeable to the station 
alpha fund, eliminate 6 hours per day of boiler watch labor and elimi- 
nate the requirement to replace the boilers in the bachelor officer 
quarters and the dispensary. 

Mr. Brooks. Any questions on that ¢ 

That is near Boston, is it not ? 

Commander Eprrrson. That is 13 miles southeast of Boston. 

Mr. Brooks. You have an assigned personnel there of 584. You 
have construction requirements of $23 million. 

If there is no objection, it stands approved. 

Naval Air Station, Willow Grove, Pa. Utilities, $99,000. 

Commander Eprrrson. This item is for a standby generator plant. 

Mr. Brooks. That situation is the same substantially as the one we 
went into earlier? 

Commander Errrrson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. $99,000 is about the regular cost of these generators 
for standby plants ? 

C Sccieaseite Eprerson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. Without objection, we will approve that. 

We have now the Naval Reserve, surface. What is the sum total for 
Naval Reserve, surface, in the bill ? 
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Admiral Taytor. The total for all the Naval Reserve, surface, is 
$2,716,000. 

Commander Miller is here representing the sponsoring bureau, the 
Bureau of Naval Personnel. 

Commander Mirier. Iam G. W. Miller. 

Mr. Brooxs. How many stations do you cover here in your Naval 
Reserve, surface ? 

Commander Miiirr. We propose, Mr. Chairman, to replace 4 train- 
ing centers, 11 electronics facilities, and to take care of 3 berthing 
facilities for ships assigned to the selective reserve. We also propose 
to acquire the real estate upon which two of our existing training 
centers are presently located. 

Mr. Brooks. That is Alameda, Calif. ? 

Commander Mitier. That is a berthing facility, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Brooks. That isa sum total of $128,000 ? 

Commander Miiter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Do you have that in your book ¢ 

Commander Mruier. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ducanprr. Page 42, Mr. Chairman. 

Commander Mitter. We have a pier existing there now which is in 
extremely poor shape. We propose to rehabilitate that pier and 
strengthen it in order that we may accommodate the reserve training, 
submarine, which is presently there and a destroyer escort which will 
be a part of the selected reserve forces. 

Mr. Brooks. That is a small base. I say your total estimated re- 
quirements are $928,000. 

Commander Mittrr. That, sir, when this is completed, will be our 
total plant account. 

Mr. Brooks. 37 men, a total estimated 40 men there, and 3 officers. 

Commander Mutter. That is correct, sir. That is the permanent 
party aboard the two vessels. 

Now, we have on board at Alameda capable of participating in this 
program 804 Naval reservists. 

Mr. Brooks. I see up here reference to the National Guard armory. 
Is that facility being used by you in this program ¢ 

Commander Miter. No, sir; it is not. It is in the area. Our form 
requires that we show any other Reserve facilities in the area. 

Mr. Brooks. This seems to be necessary. If there is no objection 
to = we will tentatively approve it. 

Naval Reserve electronics facility, Bloomington, Inc. Training fa- 
cilities. $95.000. 

Commander Mitirer. We propose, Mr. Chairman, to erect a training 
building in Bloomington to accommodate the Naval Reserve electronics 
divisions which we currently have there who are meeting in the 
Memorial Auditorium of the university. Due to the usage of the 
auditorium, it is greatly interferring with our training program. 

Mr. Brooks. So these will give you alternate fac ilities ? 

Commander Mitter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. If there is no objection, this item is approved. 

Naval-Marine Corps Training Center, Boston, Mass., $108,000. 

Commander Mitrer. At this location, Mr. Chairman, we are re- 
modeling and rehabilitating a building in the south Boston annex of 
the naval shipyard as a permanent Naval Reserve Training Center. 
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This was occasioned and required by the fact that the building we were 
formerly in had been condemned for occupancy. We were ‘forced. to 
move out. 

This $108,000 will finish the project off as a permanent training 
center. 

Mr. Brooks. Are there any questions on it? This is just remodeling ? 

Commander Mutter. Yes, sir; remodeling and reinstallation of 
equipment. 

Mr. Brooks. Without objection it stands approved. 

Naval Reserve electronics facility, Centralia, Wash., training fa- 
cilities, $81,000. 

Commander Mirier. We are proposing here to build a training 
facility in Centralia to replace one which is presently badly deterio- 
rated and is a personnel hazard. 

Mr. Brooxs. How are you going to make that repair? 

Commander Miter. This is a replacement, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. How are you going to make the replacement ? 

Commander Minter. We will make the replacement by a 3,170- 
square-foot building which we are going to build on property leased 
to us by the city of Centralia. 

Mr. Brooks. Have you a lease at this time ? 

Commander Minuer. Yes, sir; we do. We have a 50-year lease at 
Sia year. 

Mr. Brooks. That is cheap enough. 

Is there any objection tothe item? If not, it will be approved. 

Naval Reserve electronics facility, Chillicothe, Ohio. Training 
facilities, $100,000. 

Commander Minier. This is also a replacement facility, Mr. Chair- 
man. The same size as Centralia, 3,170 square feet. We are pro- 
posing to build it on 1 acre of property leased to us by the city at 
$l a year for 50 years. 

Mr. Brooks. Will that be large enough, 1 acre? 

Commander MILuer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. And this is $100,000 that we will use for replacement 
purposes ¢ 

Commander Mier. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Is there any question ? 

If not, we will aprove this one. 

Naval Reserve electronics facility, Danville, Ky. Training facili- 
ties, $84,000, 

Commander Minurr. This is also a replacement training facility. 
We are in a building which presently belongs to Center College. It 
is in extremely poor structural condition. The college desires to raze 
it. They have given us a lease on 1 acre of property for 50 years 
at $1 a year and we propose to build the same type of facility as we 
had at Chillicothe and Bloomington. 

Mr. Brooks. Now, that is right on the Center College campus ? 

Commander Minier. Yes, sir; it is. It is immediately adjacent to 
the science building. 

Mr. Brooks. For your purposes, it is well located, too, and you 
certainly could not do better a leasing than you are doing there. 

Mr. Bray. Mr. Chairman, I do w ant tocomment. I know the Goy- 
ernment has been working toward getting facilities, especially where 
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you need scientists and their scientists are available on the university 
‘ampus. I think it is a fine idea and shows very forward thinking on 
personnel problems. 

Mr. Brooks. And, of course, you have that ability, being so close 
to the college, to take advantage of scientific education there ¢ 

Commander Mitter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. If there is no objection, the item is approved. 

Fort Schuyler, N. Y., waterfront operational facilities, $120,000. 

We missed Dunkirk. Dunkirk, $79,000. 

Commander Mitter. Our project for Dunkirk proposes to remodel 
an existing building to give us a training facility for two electronics 
divisions. We are presently located in a building in downtown 
Dunkirk which is much too large for our needs and is not well laid 
out for having the number of personnel that we have gathered in it. 

There is nothing in the way of fire exits and it is an old building 
and it is extremely hazardous. We intend to remodel a building 
which is the property of the State of New York which they are leasing 
to us for $1a year on a 50-year lease. 

Mr. Brooxs. It sounds all right. If there is no objection, it will be 
approved. 

Fort Schuyler, N. Y., $120,000. 

Commander Miter. At Fort Schuyler we are proposing to reha- 
bilitate an existing pier which is at the training center in order to 
accommodate a destroyer escort which will be assigned to the selected 
Reserve Forces. 

Mr. Brooks. For my own information, where is Fort Schuyler / 

Commander Miuier. It is at _ base of the Bronx, Mr. Chairman, 
right above the Narrows. The New York State Maritime College 
occupies the outer end of a little peninsula where our training center 
is located. 

Mr. Brooks. You are going to use this money to provide for elec 
tricity, steam, and water to supply facilities for destroyer escort type 
ships ? : 

Commander Minter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Without objection, it is approved. 

Naval Reserve Electronics Facility, Hayward, Calif., training facili- 
ties and land acquisition, $99,000. 

Commander Miter. ‘This is a replacement project, Mr. Chairman, 
of a quonset hut which we presently have on the airfield, the municipal 
airport at Hayward, and we have been requested to give it up because 
it is interfering with their traffic pattern. We are not able to erect 
an antenna farm there, and therefore our training is suffering greatly. 
We propose to replace it with a standard electronics facility of 3,170 
feet. 

Mr. Brooks. Ata cost of how much ? 

Commander Miuuer. $99,000. 

Mr. Brooxs. What do you mean by the quonset hut being in the 
traffic pattern ? 

Commander MItter. It is a quonset hut, sir, that the city airport au- 
thority has leased us for a number of years. It sets right on the edge 
of therunway. They are proposing to expand their air port and there- 
fore we will be in the way. We have no access road to it because of 
the fact that it is right on the edge of the runway. 
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Mr. Brooks. So you will tear it down ¢ 

Commander Mitirr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. And replace it / 

Commander Minter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. And the $99,000 will cover that ? 

Comander Mitier. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. Any questions ! 

If not, we will approve it. 

Naval and Marine Corps Reserve Training Center, Honolulu, T. H. 
Training facilities, $515,000. 

Commander Mituer. This is a replacement project for a training 
center which we presently have at Bishop’s Point which is within the 
Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard. Our current building was built 
originally as a net depot and it does not lend itself and has not lent 
itself to being a proper training center, in addition to the fact that 
it is a considerable distance out of town and a considerable distance 
from the main gate at the shipyard. 

We propose to replace this training center with a standard one- 
division training center which will be located on Navy-owned land 
at Camp Catlin which is at the outskirts of Honolulu. 

Mr. Brooxs. What will be the total cost ¢ 

Commander Mitier. The total cost will be $515,000 to the Navy, 
Mr. Chairman. The Marine Corps—— 

Mr. Brooks. That will be the cost of the entire center, $515,000 ? 

Commander Minter. Yes. sir. 

Mr. Brooks. And tothe Marine Corps what will be the cost ? 

Commander Mitier. The Marine Corps project will be in the 1960 
program and their final plans have not yet been developed, sir. It 
would probably run in the neighborhood of $175,000 additional. 

Mr. Brooks. Your total cost would run less than $650,000? 

Commander Minter. Yes, sir. There is a small amount in this 
project to fund some space for the Coast Guard Reserve which, inci- 
dentally, is the first construction that the Coast Guard has undertaken, 
to my knowledge. They are building their own administrative space 
ata cost of $4,000. 

Mr. Brooks. You do not show how many men you take care of. 

Commander Minter. We can take care of—when the entire building 
is completed, we will have an authorized on-board strength of 768. 
At the present time we have a total on board, discounting Marines, of 
423 

Mr. Brooks. Any objection to this item? That seems very reason- 
ble to me. 

[f not, it is tentatively approved. 

Naval Reserve electronics facilities, Lowa City, Lowa. Training 
facilities, $97,000. 

Commander Minirr. This is a replacement project to replace the 
present facility which we have under lease from the U niversity of 
Towa. It again is a very dangerous, unsatisfactory situation being 
located in the attic of their engineering school. 

We propose to replace it with a 3,164 square foot electronics facility 
at a cost of $97,000. 

The construction site has been leased to us by the university for 50 
vears at $1 a year. 
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Mr. Brooks. You will train ultimately 118 men? 

Commander Mituer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. If there is no objection to that item, it is approved. 

Master control] radio station, New Orleans, La. Communications, 
$210,000. 

Commander Miter. This is a replacement project for a presently 
existing master control station located in City Park in New Orleans. 
The building was a building which we took over from the Army. It 
was built as a temporary building during World War II. ‘The build- 
ing is structurally unsound and is becoming considerable of an eyesore. 
The levee commission has asked us to vacate the building and has 
agreed to extend our lease until we can build a replacement. facility 
which will be built on the property presently owned by the Navy 
immediately adjacent to our training center on the lake shore of Lake 
Pontchartrain. 

Mr. Brooxs. Now, as I understand it, this will be simply replac- 
ing the facility you already have ? 

Commander Miuer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. That is in City Park, New Orleans ? 

Commander Mitier. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. And you say the levee board has ordered you to 
vacate it . 

Commander Mitter. Well, we leased it from them, sir. 

I have a letter from them, if you wish to see it. It is city-owned 
property. They control it. I am not sure why they control it, si 
but they do. 

Mrs. St. Grorcr. Mr. Chairman may I ask one question? What is 
the meaning of this 8 acres which is “leased easements” and you have 
an asterisk which says, “not included in inventory total, to be re- 
turned, if sold.” 

It has been improved, I take it, to the tune of $26,909 ? 

Commander Mitier. That was the original cost of that building 
when it was built in 1942. 

Mrs. St. Georce. That is your own building? 

Commander Mitier. Yes. 

Mrs. St. George. And you are going to return the old building and 
build a new one ¢ 

Commander Miter. Yes. 

Mr. Brooks. They are going to destroy the building ? 

Commander Mixer. Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman, they are. 

Mr. Brooxs. What is the purpose of that radio station ? 

Commander Miruer. In each district we have a Naval Reserve 
communications network, Mr. Chairman, and in each of our Naval 
Reserve training centers and electronics facilities we have an installa- 
tion for radio communications. The master contro] statiton controls 
each of these individual stations at the training centers and electronics 
facilities throughout that district. 

In this case, this master control station will control 51 radio sta- 
tions. 

Mr. Brooks. Covering what area ? 

Commander Miuuer. That will cover all of the eight naval dis- 
tricts, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Brooks. Is there any objection to this item ? 
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That will be built on Government-owned land out there at the 
Naval Center at Lake Pontchartrain / 

Commander Miniter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. If there is no objection, the item will be tentatively ap- 
proved. 

The next item is Naval Reserve electronics facility, Olympia, Wash. 
Training facilities, $47,000. 

Commander Miturer. This project is to expand the Army Reserve 
Training Center at Olympia, Wash., to include the necessary space 
which cannot be provided by that building for our training purposes. 
We are proposing to build there 2,290 square feet at a cost of $47,000. 

Now, this will be in the form of a wing to the Army Reserve Train- 
ing Center. 

Mr. Brooxs. Why will you use the Army Reserve Training Center, 
to comply with the purpose of the Joint Fac ‘ilities Act ? 

Commander Miuier. Yes, sir; and also because they have both 
the space and the ability to provide the additional space that we need. 
The Army is the host. 

Mr. Brooks. Even in this wing, the Army will still be the con- 
trolling service ¢ 

Commander Minter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. I notice that you refer to that as a Navy wing. It 
will be a Navy wing tothe Army Armory ¢ 

Commander Mruuer. Y es, sir; it will. 

Mr. Brooks. If there is no objection, we will approve that item. 

Naval Training Center, Pasadena, Calif. Training facilities, 
$132,000. 

Commander Mitier. At Pasadena we propose to expand our exist- 
ing training center due to the growth of our program in Pasadena. 
This training center was origin: lly built to accommodate 1 division 
of 227 people. We presently have on board slightly in excess of 
700 Navy, and 129 marines for a total of 850 reservists drilling there 
in the pay programs each week. 

The space that we have just cannot adequately accommodate them. 
We propose to add 7,994 square feet in the form of a classroom building 
to the existing training center 

Mr. Brooks. And that at a cost of 

Commander Minirr. $152,000 for the Navy. The marines are build- 
ing some requirements of their own at a cost of $163,000 so that the 
total cost to the Government for this training ‘building will be 
$995,000. 

Mr. Brooks, Now, the marines are not asking for that authority 
at this time; are they / 

Commander Minter. Yes,sir. It is in their— 

Mr. Brooks. It is not in this item. 

Commander Mitier. It is under the ground projects in the book 
Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Brooks. All right. We will approve that and take up the 
marine—if it is under the ground, why not take that item up right 
now ¢ 

Admiral Taytor. Could I introduce Major Heinemann who repre- 
sents the Commandant of the Marine Corps ? 

Major Hernemann. Iam Maj. H. Heinemann. 

Mr. Brooks. What about this item for the marines ? 
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Major Hernemann. Presently the Marine Corps Reserve unit lo- 
vated in Pasadena is completely without exclusive space. They do 
not have 

Mr. Brooxs. What do you mean exclusive space ? 

Major Hernemann. By that I mean the spaces that the Marine 
Corps Reserve would need almost entirely. Such as storage space. We 
could not very well share storage space with another organization. 

Technical training spaces where you have all your own equipment 
and antiaircraft weapons, something you could not share with someone 
else. They are also without a rifle range, without adequate admin- 
istrative space, and storage space at this location. 

We propose to construct 7,710 square feet to take care of these 
requirements at Pasadena. 

Mr. Brooks. And you think you will save money by using the same 
facilities ; do you not ? 

Major HEINEMANN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. You will use it with the Navy and also with the Army ? 

Major Heinemann. No, sir; the Coast Guard. The additional space 
the Marine Corps Reserve would need will be shared with the Naval 
Reserve which could be used jointly. 

Mr. Brooks. But you would need some exclusive space 4 

Major Herne MANN, That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Brooks. That is $163,000? 

Major He1neMann. That is correct. 

Mr. Brooks. If there is no objection, we will approve that. 

That is the first item on page 7 of the bill, $163,000 for Naval and 
Marine Corps Reserve Training Center, Pasadena, Calif., and at the 
same time we will approve item on line 5, page 6, Naval Reserve Train- 
ing Center, Pasadena, $132,000. 

We will take up the next one, Naval Reserve electronics facility, Port 
Chicago, Calif. ‘Training facilities, $94,000. 

Comander Miter. This is a replacement item to replace an existing 
facility which is inadequate and which has been flooded out several 
times in its history, presently located in the city park in Walnut Creek 
and it stands in the way of the city’s plans for expanding the recrea- 
tional facilities of that park and they have notified us they will not 
renew our lease. 

We propose to build a 3,168-square-foot electronics facility to replace 
that at a cost of $94,000. This facility will be built on Navy-owned 
property at Port Chicago, which is also sometimes called Clyde, which 
is the nearest town outside the gate. 

Mr. Brooks. If there is no objection to that item, we will approve it. 

Naval and Marine Corps Reserve Training Center, San Jose, Calif. 
Land acquisition, $78,000. 

Commander Mititer. This item is to acquire the site upon which 
the existing Naval and Marine Corps Reserve training facilities are 
presently located. That is 6.119 acres, and to acquire another 2.611 
acres to provide for future expansion and to provide us with off-the- 
street parking. 

The land underlying the training center is owned by the school dis- 
tricts who have informed us that we may take our choice of either not 
having our lease extended when it expires or to purchase from them on 
a friendly condemnation, the site, in order that they may purchase 
another site on which to build a school. 
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Mr. Brooks. That land will cost how much ¢ 

Commander Mitter. The total cost will be $78,000. 

Mr. Tiencken has the appraisals on that, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Brooks. That is 2.611 acres, is it not ¢ 

Mr. Trencken. That is two parcels. One is 2.611 and the other is 
6.19, making a total of 8.73 acres. 

Mr. Brooxs. How much ¢ 

Mr. Trencxen. It has been appraised by a commerce ial appraiser in 
the San Francisco area and the figures in the book represent the 
appraisal plus the overhead in connection with the costs of apprais- 
ing and cost of acquisition. 

Mr. Ducanper. How much is the appraisal for the 2.611 acres 
which is to be taken from an estate, to provide for off-street parking ¢ 

Commander Minter. I might add this will also provide for a Ma- 
rine Corps rifle range at a later date. 

Mr. TIENCKEN. $23,329, sir. 

Mr. Ducanper. Over $10,000 an acre ¢ 

Captain Errer. $8,935 an acre. 

Mr. Ducanper. Does the Marine Corps have a definite plan for a 
rifle range ¢ 

Major Heinemann. Yes, sir. 

Commander Mutter. This project has been previously submitted 
and approved at this price. 

Mr. Brooks. What are we doing with it now then, if it is already 
approved ¢ 

Commander Mutter. It did not fall within our expenditure limi- 
tations, Mr. Chairman, and we had to bring it ded k for this year’s 
authorization. 

Mr. Ducanper. Of course, I might point out, Mr. Chairman, that 
that was one of the troubles with the consultation procedure we had. 
What comes up is a name and the cost of something and that is all we 
see. We have no way of knowing what it is for or anything like that. 
That is why the committee wanted to go into the line item sequence. 

Mr. Brooks. I want to know just a little bit more about that. I 
understand your 2.611 acres will cost roughly $9,000 an acre, but what 
about the remainder of this tract 

Mr. Trencken. It also will cost approximately $9,000 an acre. 

Mr. Brooks. All of it will be $9,000 an acre ¢ 

Mr. Trencken. Yes, si 

Mr. Brooks. Now, oe is it worth $9,000 an acre 4 

Mr. Trencxen. This is within the city limits. It is property that 
is zoned for class 1 residential and the utilities and so forth are 
already within the area, so it is carrying Jot value. 

Mr. Brooxs. It is p: aved for streets / 

Mr. Trencken. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Sidewalks ¢ 

Mr. Trencken. There are no sidewalks inside the site but the site 
borders on paved streets. 

Mr. Brooks. How large a place is San Jose? 

Commander Minter. It is roughly 110,000, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Brooks. This is in the city limits / 

Mr. Trencken. Yes, sir. 

Commander M11. mn. We have a plant account there at the moment 
of approximately $325,000, 
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Mr. Brooxs. You mean investment of that much ? 

Commander Miter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Well, now, is this additional land going to serve your 
needs indefinitely or are you going to be back here buying some more 
land at $10,000 an acre ? 

Commander Munirr. This will serve us for any foreseeable future 
needs, A 

Mr. Brooxs. You have a party of 13 plus 1 officer. That is 14 there. 

Commander Minuer. Yes, sir. We also have over 500 enlisted men 
and 40 officers. Five hundred ninety-five reservists in the paid pro- 
gram drilling there and we have in addition to that 4 nonpaid pro- 
grams dr illing there, which are not reflected in this 595 total. 

Mr. Brooxs. How much land do we own there at the present time ? 

Commander Mitier. None, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. None? 

Commander Mituer. No, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. This is the first acquisition ? 

Commander Minter. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. How did we happen to have improvements on land 
that is not owned by the United States 

Mr. Trencken. Mr. Chairman, I think that it has been the policy to 
acquire sites for the-Naval Reserve Training Centers on leased land 
with a relatively long period of time. This lease actually runs to 1972. 
It is desirable because of the city’s interests in building school prop- 
erties, since they have leased this, that they sell it so that they in turn 
can replace the property with other properties for school purposes. 

Mr. Brooxs. Do I understand you to mean if we have a Jease it will 
run until 1972? 

Mr. TreNcKEN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. And having some 15 years yet to run, this is worth 
$9,000 per acre ¢ 

Mr. Trencxen. The lease covers only the 6.19 acres which is owned 
by the city. 

Commander Mirirr. There is one other thing 

Mr. Brooxs. What is covered by the other ? 

Mr. Ducanprer. They want to make a Marine Corps rifle range and 
off-street parking. 

Mr. Brooks. But what kind of lease do we have ? 

Commander Miniter. We are not utilizing that 2.6 at the present 
time, Mr. Chairman. 

There is one other thing I would like to interject by way of explana- 
tion, however. The Marine Corps last year erected $100,000 worth of 
facilities at this training center. We could not get the lease extended 
to cover the DOD requirements of 50 years and we agreed at that time 
that if they were to be allowed to go ahead with this $100,000 project, 
that we would attempt to acquire that property on which it was built 
in order that we could comply with the requirement. 

Mr. Brooks. With whom did you make the agreement ? 

Commander Miter. Originally— 

Mr. Ducanper. Do you mean DOD or the school district of San 
Jose ? 

Commander Mriter. We made that agreement to comply with the 
DOD and when the committees gave authority to the Marines to pro- 
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ceed with their project, we stated at that time that we would acquire, 
in order to go along with the 50-year requirement—— 

Mr. Brooks. You did not tell the committee then it was going to 
cost $10,000 an acre, did you ¢ 

Mr. Tiencken. Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Brooks. Did you have the appraisement then ? 

Mr. Trencken. Yes, sir. This project has actually been approved 
by the Real Estate Subcommittee following last year’s bill. 

Mr. Ducanper. I see. By the Real Estate Subcommittee 
more than one finger in this pie. 

Mr. Brooks. Well, it is an awful high figure, though, for that type 
of facility, and a brand new facility, too. You are starting to really 
build there. You are putting it on land where if you need additional 
land it will cost you through the nose. 

Mr. Tiencxen. The major portion of the facility is already con- 
structed. This is really the purchase of the land underneath the 
existing facility. 

Mr. Brooks. You say $325,000 4 

Mr. TreNcKEN. Yes, SI 

Mr. Brooks. That is some money but compared to the expenditure 
for these facilities 

Commander Mirier. That was built in 1947, Mr. Chairman. The 
original building was built at a cost of $217,778 in 1947. The Marine 
Corps project was an expansion to the original building. 

Mr. Brooks. You had then a lease to 1978, I think. 

Mr. Trencken. 1972, which was a 25-year lease which was required 
at that time. 

Mr. Brooks. You still have the lease, but it does not cover 2.6 acres. 

Mr. Trencken. That is right. 

Mr. Brooks. What would it cost you to acquire that 2.8 acres? 

Mr. Trencken. Just over $23,000. 

Mr. Brooks. As against $78,000 for the whole thing? 

Mr. Trencxen. That is right. 

Mr. Ducanper. Just as a point of information, Mr. Chairman, if 
this has been approved by the Subcommittee on Real Estate, why 
is it back before the committee in this bill? 

Captain Errer. Because, Mr. Ducander, under the line item author- 
ization of the bill which you now are considering, a project that is not 
presently under contract, that has not reached consultation with the 
committee and is not put under contract by 1960 becomes invalid. The 
Department of Defense has ruled, however, that authorization in excess 
of our funds must be rescinded. Therefore, we are placing it in here 
in order that we may get the necessary continuing authorization. 

In other words, all our lump-sum authorization expires on the 30th 
of June 1958. 

Mr. Ducanper. You once had authorization ? 

Captain Errer. But we have not placed it under contract, sir. 

Mr. Ducanper. In other words, you are up here because DOD 
wer is an internal matter with DOD? 

Captain Evrer. Not entirely, sir. 

Mr. Ducanprr. You do not have to come up as far as the committee 
is concerned, 

Captain Evrrer. Yes, sir, we do because of the determination that 
anything which is not now funded ceases to be valid authorization 


we have 
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under the line-item authorization process—this project has been au- 
thorized, but it has not been funded. In order to get it funded and 
go ahead with it after the line-item authorization becomes law, we 
must have this committee’s approval. 

Mr. Brooks. But that is your own ruling. That is not the require- 
ment of this committee, is it ¢ 

Captain Errer. The requirement of the bill, Mr. Chairman, is that 
this authorization as such is good until 1960, but the Department of 
Defense has taken the position that in order to balance this program 
out, which I understand is in accordance with the committee's desires 
to reduce unrequired authorization, that we shall rescind everything 
which is not covered by funding. 

Mr. Ducanper. You say the requirements of the law say that it 
is good until 1960 ? 

Captain Errer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ducanper. Is that the National Defense Facilities Act? You 
are speaking of the bill ? 

Captain Errer. I am talking about the bill. 

Mr. Ducanper. That is not law yet. 

Captain Errer. I beg your pardon. 

That is right. 

Mr. Ducanper. But there is no requirement in law. 

Captain Errer. Not yet, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. He is talking about the military public works bill. 

Captain Errer. I am talking about section 4 of this bill, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Mr. Brooks. Which is not yet the law. 

Captain Errer. That is true, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. When do you expect to utilize this authority, assuming 
we approve it ? 

Captain Errer. As soon as it is funded, sir. As soon as we can go 
ahead with it. Next year. 

Mr. Brooks. Not until 1960 or 1961. You have a 2-year period 
under the law. 

Captain Errer. We will go ahead with it in 1959, sir, as soon as we 
get authorization and funding for it. 

I think there is one other compelling point, Mr. Chairman, and that 
is that we are protecting an investment here which has a replacement 
value of something over $600,000 and this lease which expires in 1972 
has no renewal clause in it. 

Mr. Brooxs. What do you mean, $600,000 as your investment 4 

Captain Errrer. If we had to replace that facility on another site it 
would cost us in excess of $600,000 at current market prices. 

Mr. Brooks. Although you only have an investment of $328,000? 

Captain Errer. And with the additional 78, it will run around 
$400,000, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Let’s take off the 78. You are multiplying what you 
are going to do. 

Captain Errer. Current replacement would be in excess of $500,000, 
sir. It would probably be in excess of $525,000. 

Mr. Brooxs. But your investment is $328,000. 

Captain Errer. Yes, sir, current inventory at construction cost. 

Mr. Ducanper. Do I understand the Marine Corps has already ex- 
pended something like $100,000 ? 
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Commander Mitier. $99,500. 

Mr. Ducanprr. On the 2.6? 

Commander Minter. On the 6 acres. 

Mr. Ducanprer. What startled me was the 2.611 acres for the off- 
street parking in a residential zone where they have been parking 
there for apparently some time anyway without the off-street parking. 

Commander Minter. With a great deal of difficulty and problems. 

Mr. Ducanper. Well, C ommander, we all have problems as far as 
parking is concerned. 

Commander Miuuer. I understand that, but I am just pointing that 
out. The city has raised certain strenuous objections to our parking 
on the streets because of the numbers involved. We have absolutely 
no parking whatsoever in the training center. 

Mr. Brooks. I do not want to be too severe, but it seems to me 
that the authorities in the city are making it very difficult for you. 

Mr. Ducanper. I would think so. 

Mr. Brooks. They are selling you land at $10,000 an acre and you 
are having to put out to start “with $78,000 to protect $325,000, and 
you do not know how much additional you are going to have to take 
later on. You are right in a residential area. Do you have any maps 
of that 4 

Commander Miter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. Commander, I think what we should do with this item 
is to pass it over and we will take the matter up with the Real Estate 
Subcommittee because they passed on it. We want to work with them. 
At that time we will stone want the maps there to go into them 
because we may have to defend this on the floor and it is going to be 
quite a job to defend $10,000 an acre real estate for parking purposes. 

If that is all right, we will pass this over. 

St. Petersburg, Fla., waterfront operational facilities, $26,000. 

Commander Miter. This project, sir, is to install dockside serv- 
ices and do a minor amount of rehabilitation to an existing berthing 
facility at the St. Petersburg Training Center. 

This is occasioned again by the necessity of providing a berthing 
facility for a destroyer escort of the selected Reserve forces. 

Mr. Brooks. If there is no objection to that item, it stands ap- 
proved. 

Naval and Marine Corps Reserve Training Center, Steubenville, 
Ohio. Land acquisition, $18,000. 

Commander Mruter. This project is to acquire the real estate upon 
which the training center is presently located. 1.43 acres, and an ad- 
ditional 1.65 acres, which is immediately across the street from it, 
which we presently have under an informal lease and utilize for park- 
ing space. 

Mr. Brooxs. What is our investment on this property ? 

Commander Miter. We presently have invested there $250,000. 

Mr. Brooks. And that is the investment we have to protect ? 

Commander Mituer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Which cost us $18,000 ¢ 

Commander Mituer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. It runs how much an acre / 

Commander Murer. That would run $5,844 an acre, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Where is that base located? Is it within the city ? 
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Commander Mixer. Yes, sir, it is within the city on Cherry and 
Peco Streets. The reason we desire to acquire it, Mr. Chairman, is 
the fact that the realty company which owns both of these two areas 
is in legal difficulties with the city of Steubenville and there is some 
possibility of the land being seized by the city, which would place 
us in a position of having to renegotiate our leases and place us in 
a rather dubious position. 

The court of Steubenville has inquired as to the Navy’s intentions 
in this matter, and we have told them that we do propose to acquire 
the site and at the present time the court is waiting to see the results 
of whether or not our project to acquire the site for $18,000 is 
approved. 

Mr. Brooxs. Now, this is right in the city itself? 

Commander Mirier. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Is there construction around it, subdivisions? 

Commander Miner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. About how far from the city limits is this located ? 

Commander Mrixer. I cannot answer that question, Mr. Chairman. 
I can give you the distance to downtown Steubenffille as 1.2 miles. 
That is to the actual business district. 

Mr. Brooks. Is it commercial or residential ? 

Commander Minuer. Residential, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. And it is pretty well built up? 

Commander Mitier. Yes, sir. One side is not suitable for build- 
ing. The other three sides, sir, are tract developments surrounding 
the training center area. 

Mr. Brooxs. We will not need any more property after this is 
acquired ¢ 

Commander Mixer. No, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. This will be the end of land acquisition for this 
facility ? 

Commander Miter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. It is pretty high per acre, but if there is no objection 
there we will approve it tentatively. 

Mr. Ducanper. Could we find out how much parking is here? 
Is there not 1.6 acres for parking ¢ 

Commander Mitier. That is correct. 

Mr. Brooxs. How much is the parking ? 

Commander Miuier. The parking is the 1.65 acres. 

Mr. Ducanper. The parking is more than the other ? 

Commander Miter. The parking area is more than occupied by the 
training center. The training center itself has no parking. We can 
park 16 cars in the drivew ay. 

Mr. Ducanper. How much, Mr. Tiencken, is the appraisal for the 
1.65 acres of parking ? 

Mr. Trencken. The appraisal is $14,100 for this $18,000 item. As 
you realize, we have the contingencies and the overheads and so forth 
charged in. It is $10,500 for the one parcel and $3,600 for the other 
parcel. 

Mr. Brooks. Which is which? 

Commander Miniter. $3,600 would be for the parking. 

Mr. Brooxs. There is quite a difference there; $4,000 for contin- 
gencies. I assume, though, the Navy will be as provident as it can be 
there. 








6913 


Mr. Trencken. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. If there is no objection, the item is approved. 

Naval Reserve Training Center, White Oak, Lewiston, Md., 
$557,000. 

Commander Mutter. This is a replacement project and an attempt 
on the part of the Navy to draw all of our facilities in the Silver 
Spring-Chevy Chase area under the roof, which is properly designed 
as a training center. 

We are presently using some space in the National Guard Armory, 
some in a school, and some in Chevy Chase High School. We propose 
to bring them all together, on Navy property, at the Naval Ordnance 
Laboratory and construct a standard 1-division training center of 
22,640 square feet at a total cost of $557,000. 

Mr. Brooks How much land are you going to acquire here? 

Commander Mriter. The Bureau of Ordnance has — to trans- 
fer to the Bureau of Naval Personnel approximately 4 4 acres, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Brooks. So it will cost nothing ? 

Commander Mitier. It will cost nothing. 

Mr. Brooks. This will give you a first-class Reserve training ares 
for this area ? 

Commander Miter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Without objection, the item will be approved. 

Naval reserve electronics facility, Yakima, Wash., training facili- 
ties, $48,000. 

Commander Mitier. This is also a replacement project for an elec- 
tronics facility which is in an inadequate and hazardous location. We 
propose to build a 1,690 square-foot wing to the Marine Corps Reserve 
Training Center which will be built at Y akima. 

The reason for the lesser amount of square footage is that we will 
utilize certain space within the Marine Corps Training Center to 
meet our requirements. This will be at a total cost of $48,000. 

Mr. Brooks. Will the Marines have charge of this? 

Commander Minter. Yes, sir; the Marines will have charge of this 
one, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Brooxs. Well, let the Marines handle it. 

That is only $48,000 and no land acquisition ? 

Commander Mruuer. That is right. 

Mr. Brooks. If there is no objection, it will be approved. 

That will complete down to the Marine Corps Reserve ground. 
I think we can handle that. 

We have agreed to hear General Harrison this afternoon. We can 
finish these three Marine Corps ground items, and then proceed to 
hear General Harrison. 

What is your total for the Marine Corps ground ? 

Major Hernemann. A total cost of $1,156,000, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. It covers three items? 

Major Hernemann. Four items, sir, one of which the chairman 
approved just a few minutes ago. 

Mr. Brooks. The first, we know about what the training is, so there 
is no use to go into that. 

The first item is the Marine Corps Reserve Training Center, Lynch- 
burg, Va., training and land acquisition, $388,000. 
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Major Heinemann. This is a project to replace a training center in 
Lynchburg leased at $7,200. 

The present training center is located in the second floor of a furni- 
ture store and provides approximately 38 percent of the space this 
unit needs. It has absolutely no outdoor space. Its shortages consist 
of a shortage of vehicle storage, equipment storage, classrooms, rifle 
range, and drill hall. 

In addition, they are critically short of administrative space. 

It is proposed to relocate this unit to the new training center to be 
built and provide the necessary space for the unit. 

Mr. Brooks. This being a marine training center ? 

Major HerneMann. Yes,sir. 

Mr. Brooks. You have host charges and privileges ’ 

Major HerneMAnn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. Where will that be located ? 

Major Hetnemann. That will be located right on the outskirts of 
the city, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Is it in the high- -priced land area ? 

Major Hetnemann. No, sir; it is not. The city is expanding out 
in that direction, but has not reached that training center as yet. In 
fact, they are approximately a mile and a half from there. 

Mr. Brooxs. How much land will you require ? 

Major HernemMann. 8.5 acres and an easement of 114 acres. 

Mr. Brooxs. What will that cost ¢ 

Major Hernemann. The land cost is $2,000 per acre and the ease- 
ment of 114 acres will cost a total of inpetaianntely $600. 

Mr. Brooks. Soa total of $4,600? 

Major HernemMann. $2,000 per acre, and we are going to buy 8% 
acres. It would be $17,000. And then $600 for the acre-and-a-half 
easement, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. 814 acres? That will give you an entirely new train- 
ing center ? 

Major Hernemann. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. How many men will you have? 

Major Hetnemann. Presently 7 officers and 145 enlisted in the 
Reserve unit, and a permanent party of 1 officer and 8. 

Mr. Brooks. So you really train 75; is that it ? 

Major Hernemann. No, sir, 7 officers and the 145 are the reservists. 
It will be 152 we are currently training. 

Mr. Brooks. Any questions on this item ? 

Without objection, it will be approved. 

Marine Corps Reserve Training Center, Memphis, Tenn., training 
facilities, $453,000. 

Major Hernemann. The present unit in Memphis, Tenn., occupies 
inadequate space in a naval and Marine Corps training center. We 
share the space with the Naval Reserve. There is insufficient space 
at this training center for both units and always has been. Both 
units have found terriffic success in their recruitment in Memphis. 

The shortages, once again, is classroom space, technical training 
spaces, rifle range, drill hall. These are nonexistent. 

There is no outdoor space to construct any addition to this training 
center, and we cannot construct upward. 
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We propose to construct a new training center on 3 acres of land to 
be provided by the Christian Brothers Academy at a 50-year lease of 
$1 per year. This will then provide the complete facility. 

Mr. Brooks. This is the Christian Brothers Academy. Who are 
they ¢ 

Major Hetnemann. It is a Catholic school, sir, located in the center 
of Memphis. 

Mr. Brooks. They will, in effect, give you the land for 50 years? 

Major HetnemMann. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Brooxs. And you will provide these facilities on the land ? 

Major Hernemann. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Brooks. Are your present facilities owned or leased by the 
Marine Corps? 

Major Hernemann. We occupy them with the Naval Reserve. 

Mr. Brooks. Who owns it ? 

Commander Miter. We do, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. The Navy owns it? 

Commander Minter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. What are you going to do with the present facilities ? 

Commander Minter. We are going to retain ours, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. It just means the Marines are leaving ? 

Commander Miter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. There isn’t enough space in the present facilities for 
you and the Marines to remain there # 

Commander Minter. And there is no possibility of acquiring in fee 
title any additional real estate at that training center because of some 
plans the State has on a superhighway that is going through there. 

Mr. Brooks. If you get this new place, will you have room enough 
for the Navy, because they will be joining you in a few years? 

Major Hrrnemann. We would have, yes, sir. We are always ready 
to go into joint utilization with another service. 

Incidentally, one item I omitted on this present training center: 
Shortage of space is so acute that we are holding our classes outdoors. 
In inclement weather, the troops are in the boilerroom and passageway 
for classes. 

Mr. Brooks. Well, for that climate, midwinter is a bad time to be 
out of doors. 

Now, will you have enough facilities to do outside drill training for 
the Marines ¢ 

Major HerneMANnn. Yes, sir; we will. The authorities at the Chris- 
tian Brothers Academy have leased us these 3 acres for the training 
center and are making other acreage available for us, for our drill 
and training purposes. 

Mr. Brooks. That sounds like a pretty good arrangement to me. 
If there is no objection to it, we will approve that item. 

Navy and Marine Corps Reserve ‘Training Center, Moline, II1., 
training facilities, $152,000. 

Major Hrernemann. This mnit is presently located in Rock Island, 
Ill., at the Rock Island Arsenal. They are located in the basement of 
an Army barracks constructed in 1847. Approximately 20 percent 
of the space that this unit re is available. There is no room for 
further expansion in this area. The Army cannot make additional 
spaces available to us. 
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To correct the deficiency in space, we propose to construct an addi- 
tion to the Naval Reserve Training Center in Moline, Il]. The addi- 
tion will contain 10,553 square feet. 

Mr. Brooks. And that will cost you how much money ? 

Major Hernemann. This will be at a cost of $152,000, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. You are going to build that on Government-owned 
land ? 

Major Hetnemann. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. And it will be a joint-use project after you do that? 

Major Hernemann. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. What is the Navy going to do? 

Commander Miter. They are adding to our facility, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Major HerneMANn. We are adding to the Naval Reserve Training 
Center, adding to their facility. 

Mr. Brooks. You will move over with the Navy 

Major Hernemann. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. Who are you with now? 

Major Hernemann. We are in the basement of an Army barracks 
at Rock Island, Ill. 

Mr. Brooks. Is the Army using that building? 

Major Hernemann., Yes. 

Mr. Brooxs. The Army will retain the use of it ? 

Major HerneMann. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. But it isn’t large enough for both of you ? 

Major Hernemann. No, sir. 

Mr. Brooss. Is it large enough for the Army to use? 

Major Hernemann. The Army is utilizing it for school purposes. 
They have some upper stories they are using for school purposes. 
However, they do not have additional space to make available to us. 

Mr. Brooks. That being built in 1847, I think we have gotten most 
of the utility out of it. 

If there is no objection, then, we will approve that, and thank 
you very much, Major. You have answered the questions quickly. 
You know the answers, and we appreciate that type of help. 

Major Hervemann. Thank you. 

Mr. Brooxs. We will turn aside for the time being from the bill 
and go down to the Air Force Reserve and hear General Harrison, 
who has to leave town. 

Admiral, we certainly thank you for coming by. 

There are two items to be carried over. In the meantime, between 
now and the next meeting, we will look into those items and try to 
clear some of these things up, and then we can dispose of them in a 
hurry. 

You have a prepared statement, General ¢ 

General Harrison. Yes, sir. 

My name is Maj. Gen. William H. Harrison, Jr., president of the 
National Guard Association of the United States. 

I want to thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the courtesy of hearing me 
this afternoon. I have been in Washington for a week and I must 
get back to my office tomorrow. 

Mr. Brooxs. We understand that and we are glad to hear you. 

General Harrison. The National Guard Association of the United 
States appreciates this opportunity to appear before your committee 
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during its consideration of H. R. 12369, a bill to provide additional 
facilities necessary for the administration and training of units of the 
Reserve components of the Armed Forces of the United States. 

In discussing the features of this bill, which are of interest to the 
National Guard, we should like to deal separately with the Army 
National Guard and the Air National Guard, as follows: 


AIR NATIONAL GUARD 


Maj. Gen. Winston P. Wilson, Deputy Chief of the National Guard 
Bureau and Chief of the Air Force Division of that Bureau, will 
provide you with an excellent picture concerning the construction 
ace omplishments and those proposed to be effected under H. R. 12369. 
It is a source of great pride to the National Guard that the con- 
struction Pym ations of the National Guard Bureau in support of 
the Air National Guard have been geared so closely to existing re- 
quirements and, in the past, flexible enough to permit the completion 
of those items of most benefit to the overall program. The matter of 
flexibility in the construction program takes on added importance 
and significance in view of the changing requirements in the Air 
National Guard equipment program, and the increased tempo of con- 
versions of Air National Guard squadrons to the latest and most 
modern aircraft. 

The Air National Guard construction program has operated under 
extremely realistic ground rules. Construction of facilities has been 
geared to the availability and delivery of type aircraft, and also to 
personnel growth of the units concerned. Such policies have per- 
mitted a molding of programs and requirements to an unusually 
successful degree. 

It is extremely unfortunate that, due to expenditure ceilings and 
limitations on obligational authority during the current fise: al year, 
some of the items scheduled to be placed under contract during fiscal 
1958 will not now be so contracted. These particular items are not 
included within the line-item terms of the proposed bill and, there- 
fore, there appears to be no reasonable chance of obtaining their con- 
struction until fiscal 1960 or later. The basic reason for this is that 
the Air National Guard has what may be called 1-year money, and 
no provision is made in this bill to carry forward to fiscal 1959 the 
unexpended balances within the current appropriation which might 
then be utilized to construct those mere ay facilities which time, ceil- 
ings, and limitations now preclude from accomplishment. prior to 
June 30, 1958. Moreover, the 1-year money limitation apparently 
is not applicable to any other component, but only to the Air National 
Guard, 

szastly, we are apprehensive lest the provisions of the last para- 
graph of the bill be too restrictive in the permissible percentage 
figure expressed therein relating to price variation. 

Experience has taught that construction costs are rarely static, 
but vary from locality to locality, and also both up and down. More- 
over, great differentials in cost can be incurred between the program- 
ing of a construction item in the budget, which is made up almost 
2 years ahead of time, and the actual date at which the contracts 
are awarded and funds obligated. 
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Public Law 783 permitted the absorption of high and low construc- 
tion costs throughout the entire program, providing a much-needed 
flexibility and contributing materially to the successful Air National 
Guard construction program over the past several years. We believe 
that a greater percentage figure might well be written into the bill 
rather than the 15 percent now imposed therein. 

Accordingly, Mr. Chairman, we propose the following changes to 
the bill: 

(1) That the provision on lines 8 and 9 of page 11 of the bill be 
made not applicable to the Air National Guard ; and 

(2) That the percentage figure of 15 percent in the last paragraph 
of the bill be deleted and that the figure “25 percent” be inserted in 
lieu thereof. 
ARMY NATIONAL GUARD 


You will note that this bill, H. R. 12369, includes no new authori- 
zation for either armory or nonarmory construction for the Army 
National Guard. 

Likewise, the Defense budget for fiscal 1959 includes no new request 
for Army National Guard armory or nonarmory construction funds. 
The budget does, however, anticipate a carryover of $13 million of 
armory funds from fiscal 1958 which have been withheld from the 
National Guard Bureau during the current fiscal year. With these 
funds, it is proposed to construct 74 new armories, as well as 23 addi- 
tions to existing armories in fiscal 1959. Since it now appears that 
the carryover will be only $12 million or less instead of the $13 mil- 
lion anticipated in the budget, the number of armories that can be 
constructed with carryover funds will be reduced proportionally 
unless nonarmory funds can be made available for armory construe- 
tion. 

The unobligated balance in nonarmory funds at the end of the cur- 
rent fiscal year will exceed $6 million. While there are numerous 
requests from the States, only 21 such projects are programed in 
fiscal 1959 at an estimated cost of $2 million. This would still leave 
$4 million to carry forward to fiscal 1960. The remaining $4 million 
should be obligated during fiscal 1959 for many needed projects which 
the States have requested. 

There still remains a dire need for many new National Guard 
armories. I am sure that each member of this committee is familiar 
with National Guard units within his own congressional district. that 
are occupying rented space or donated space in the basement of city 
halls, schools, or fire stations, that are barely adequate for the proper 
storage of equipment, but are totally in: dequate for the training of 
its members. Studies which the National Guard Bureau have made 
indicate that there is still a requirement for the expansion or new 
construction of over 800 armories. The National Guard Bureau can 
supply complete information as to the remaining requirements for 
armories. 

It was this committee, with many of your present members, that 
took the initiative in enacting the National Defense Facilities Act of 
1950, which authorized for the first time the joint expenditure of 
Federal and State funds for the construction of National Guard 
armories. While this act provides that the Federal Government will 
contribute not to exceed 75 percent of the cost of these armories, 
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experience figures indicate that the average proportions are 55 per- 
cent Federal funds and 45 percent State funds. Being a joint venture, 
the program was slow in getting started. 

However, the Congress has done its part in providing the funds, 
but the executive branch has used this program in fiscal 1958 as a con- 
venient place to save on Federal expenditures, and proposes to do like- 
wise in fiscal 1959. That this is true, generally, is evidenced by the 
large carryover in this program at the end of each fiscal year. More- 
over, this carryover is then used as the basis for lesser appropriations 
for the coming year. 

The States, while expending nearly as much as the Federal Govern- 
ment in this program, have always been ahead in providing appropria- 
tions. At this time, there is appropriated in the several States almost 
$35 million as their share toward the construction of National Guard 
armories. Moreover, the States have submitted to the National Guard 
Bureau individual armory projects for which this $35 million of State 
funds would be their proportionate share. To meet the State appro- 
priations, the Federal Government would need to appropriate over 
$100 million. Yet, for the coming fiscal year no new funds whatever 
are included. 

To keep faith with the States and to continue the construction of 
National Guard armories which are badly needed, we recommend that 
H. R. 12369 be amended to include authorization for the construction 
of National Guard armories for which the Federal Government’s 
share would approximate $20 million. 

This is about the average amount which the Congress has appropri- 
ated for this purpose for the past several years. I understand that 
the Chief of the Army Division of the National Guard Bureau is not 
scheduled as a witness before this committee because no funds are 
included in this bill for Army Guard construction. 

I am sure, however, that office can supply the committee with de- 
tailed information concerning urgently required individual projects 
which the States have submitted to the Bureau, in order that these 
projects could be added to the bill on a line-item basis. As a matter 
of fact, I am informed that the Department of Defense has already 
submitted to this committee for agreement as required by law indi- 
vidual armory projects for which the Federal share will approximate 
$20 million and for which funds must still be appropriated before they 
can be built. 

On the other hand, should the committee choose to add a lump-sum 
authorization, as in previous years, sufficient State projects, already 
acted on as provided Bp law by this committee, are available to require 
the expenditure of $20 million in Federal funds. 

Over a period of many years, the National Guard has had oppor- 
tunities to relate our problems to this committee. Not only have you 
listened to our story, but you have made intelligent and wise decisions. 
Without the decisions and actions of this committee, we most cer- 
tainly would not occupy the status we have today, and could well be 
nonexistent. 

In this instance, with respect to the pending measure, H. R. 12369, 
we earnestly urge that the bill be amended to provide $20 million of 
construction authorization for National Guard armories. As I pre- 
viously indicated, the States have the funds available for their share 
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of the costs. Whether the bill is amended to include this amount of 
authorization on a line-item basis or a lump-sum basis, we leave to 
your judgment. 

Mr. Brooks. Thank you very much, General. 

On page 2 you refer to the expenditure ceiling and limitations on 
obligational authority in the current fiscal year, and you indicated 
that that has retarded the program. 

I had wondered if it was not the failure of the States to act in some 
of these instances. Your statement would seem to clear up that point 
and indicate that the States have acted and are prepared to proceed. 

Mr. Ducanver. Mr. Chairman, could I interrupt at that point to say 
that this money has now been released? This money has recently 
been released. 

General Wiison. The last has not been released. I received a note 
today that the last portion of the request for $5.6 million was being 
processed. 

Mr. Brooxs. Come up here, if you will, General, so the reporter can 
get your statement. 

~ General Winson. I received a note tod: ay, just before coming over, 
Mr. Ducander, that $5.6-million apportionment request for the Air 
Force was being forwarded to the Bureau of the Budget today. 

Mr. Ducanper. And previously—— 

General Witson. Previously to that we received an additional ap- 
portionment of $10.2 million, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. How much does that leave now undisposed of ? 

General Witson. That leaves $1.8 million. 

Mr. Brooks. Why is the $1.8 million being retained / 

General Witson. As you know, this is 1-year money. This late in 
the year, less than 24 days going, I would not be able to utilize that 
$1.8 million in fiscal year 1958. 

Another reason is the fact that there were three projects upon which 
you had given us consultation, which I will not be able to bill this 
year, even if I had the money, because of land problems and some 
footing problems that we c ‘ould not get plans and specifications drawn. 
Those three projects will not be able to be built in 1959 because they 
are not shown as a line item in this budget. 

Mr. Brooks. They total $1.8 million, the three projects? 

General Witson. They will approximate that; yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. So, actually, you are getting all of the money that you 

can spend this year, save the money for three projects that can’t "be 
spent before the time limit closes down on you? 

General Wirson. That is correct, sir. 

Now, those projects are priority projects. For example, one of 
them h: appens to be in General Harrison’s home State. 

Mr. Brooks. I believe that will have suwperpriority. 

General Wiison. Which, sir, not being in the line-item portion of 
the bill, and since my appropriation is 1-year money, I cannot use that 
consultation even though it has a priority over some of the projects 
in the 1959 bill, because I can’t use authorization that was previously 
approved, but where funds are no longer existent, since I have no 

carryover funds. 

Mr. Ducanver. I think perhaps, Mr. Chairman, you would want 
the record to show that it was necessary for the chairman of the sub- 
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committee to take this matter up with the Secretary of Defense on two 
different occasions in order to get this money released; is that correct ? 

General Witson. That is correct. 

Mr. Brooks. The subcommittee was glad to act and act promptly, 
and I hope that our intervention had some effect. Certainly, we are 
glad that the money has been released, all but the $1.8 million. It 
seems to me it would have been very good psychology to have released 
it all and then if you couldn’t have disposed of that $1.8 million, you 
would have to come back and explain to this committee that you had 
the money and couldn’t use it. 

Mr. Ducanver. He was so glad to get the rest of it, he didn’t care. 

Mr. Brooxs. Now, Gener al Harrison, since that money has been re- 
leased, will you tell this committee whether or not in the limited 
time between now and the first of the month that money can be 
obligated ? 

General Winson. Mr. Chairman, on all but those three propria 
that I have mentioned on which we have had consultation—and I go 
into detail on it in my presentation tomorrow—the bids are out, the 
award dates have been established by both the Corps of Engineers 
and the States, and we feel there will be no problem. 

Mr. Brooxs. We will accept your answer. I was asking General 
Harrison, so as to get on the other side of the fence. 

General Harrison. In the case that General Wilson referred to, on 
the one that was in my State, I wasn’t contacted to see if I could move 
with the project until about the 1st of May, and to get complete land- 
boring tests and ground surveys and plans and specifications done 
and bidding documents submitted and everything completed within 
about 45 day s, it was quite impossible. 

Where it was in the project and approved a long while ago, if the 
money had been released earlier in the year, I would have had the 
building up now. 

As it is going to happen now, Mr. Chairman, I am going to wait 
now until 1960 or 1961, because it is not in a line item here. That is 
my position. 

Mr. Brooks. It is so much better than what at one time it looked 
like it would be, that I think maybe we can follow General Wilson’s 
style and smile just a little bit. 

Is there any way to approve these projects by line items, covering 
the National Guard ? 

General Harrison. Do you mean on the Army National Guard ? 

Mr. Brooxs. Yes. 

General Harrison. Well, I am certain, Mr. Chairman, as I said, 
that the National Guard bill has a number of projects over there in 
sufficient detail to submit them to the committee. In fact, I know of a 
number of projects that the committee has given approval to in prior 
years, but there haven’t been sufficient appropriations made to cover 
them. In fact, in my own State, again, I have about 8 or 9 projects 
that have been approved by the committee, but there was never 
sufficient money appropriated to cover them. 

Mr. Ducanper. Do you think there would be enough projects, Gen- 
eral Harrison, that wouldn’t make any difference one way or the 
other because of the new organization—in other words, they could 
be justified no matter how the reorganization went ? 
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General Harrison. Absolutely. 

Mr. Ducanver. That is what they say; the Army Guard is not in 
the bill, you see. 

General Harrison. I am quite certain there would be a sufficient 
number of projects that armories would be required under the new 
troop structure planned by the Army reorganization. 

Mr. Brooks. If we approved them in this bill, regardless of the 
reorganization, they would still be projects approved by the com- 
mittee, by the Congress, and we could perhaps get a list of those 
projects if it is not too late, and take action, looking toward placing 
them in the bill for approval. 

Now, I want to take up your statement, here. You refer to lines & 
and 9, on page 11 of the bill, as I recall from your statement. 

How would that affect you, General ? 

General Harrison. That was the discussion that we just had. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, with reference to the 1-year money that the 
Air National Guard has, and the fact that some of that money hasn’t 
been expended and projects were included for them, if that language 
is in, those approved projects cannot be acted on at any future time 
because they will not be line items in the new bill. 

Mr. Brooks. That will cover that. 

Now, you would recommend that we give a 2-year length of time— 
a 2-year validity for the authorizations for the guard, wouldn’t you, 
just like we do for the others? 

General Harrison. I would think that that would be the easiest 
way. 

Mr. Brooxs. Make them across the board, 2 years. 

General Harrison. And possibly if these three projects and the 
money that was appropriated to cover them could be included in line 
items here. 

Mr. Brooks. I do not see the reason for having a different time period 
for the validity of an authorization for the other projects and only 
1 year for the guard. 

Mr. Ducanoer. I think it is appropriations; is it not ¢ 

General Wiison. Mr. Chairman, it is appropriations. I have always 
had in the guard appropriations, my construction along with all other 
facets of my program where money was being expended. Personnel 
paid, instruction, maintenance of aircraft, everything was in one ap- 
propriation, w hich nor mally is 1 year operation. 

Mr. Brooks. In other words, you feel that you can get your money 
in the current year ? 

General Witson. The only thing I think General Harrison was 
talking about, those three projects we will not get under contract this 
year if the authority of the bill would allow us to take the previous 
consultation that we have had this year on those projects and use 1959 
money to construct those which have a higher priority than some of 
words, we take it based on a priority, for 
years. So those 3 items, if I can have the authority to use 1959 funds 
on the consultation that was held on those items 

Mr. Brooks. Will you prepare an amendment or get your depart- 
ment to prepare a proposed amendment to this bill that would cover 
yrojects on which there has been prior authorizations for the guard, 
but because of the holdup in the release of the funds, could not be 
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utilized in the current years, we could cover that and I think the 
committee would go along with that proposal. 

Section 7 of the bill contains a 15-percent leeway. You recom- 
mended more than 15 percent. That is one thing I do not quite follow 
you on, General. 

General Haxrison. These projects are all planned about a year or 

2 years ahead and with the fluctuating building costs in various areas 
it has been my experience in my St: te in planning that when I submit 
a budget it is prepared 2 years ahead and when we estimate construc- 
tion costs I find I have eat in some instances, very much under what 
the cost of construction would be, and that it has Varied in some areas 
in excess of 15 percent. 

Now, that may not be true in all areas of the country. 

Mr. Brooks. That is true, but the same rule it would seem to me 
would apply to any project. Imf it is a good project for the Navy—15- 
percent leeway—it should be all right then for the guard. 

General “- ARRISON. If the estimating, Mr. Chairman, has been as 
close as the Navy's might have been, I do not know what estimates of 
cost are determined on these. I know it has been that way on the 
Army’s side. 

Mr. Brooks. If the guard is efficient, along with the Army and the 
Navy and the Air Force, it should work out, “should it not 2 

General Harrison. I would judgeso. I do not know how deep they 
can go with estimates on runway extensions and runway construction. 

Now, on normal building construction, 15 percent normally should 
be all right, but on a runway extension you may run into any number 
of factors on fill or on rock excavation and things like that. 

Mr. Brooks. They have been figuring on about a 3-percent increase 
in overall cost per annum. 

Well, at any rate we can give that consideration. 

Are there any questions ¢ 

Mrs. Sr. Grorce. I notice on page 4 of your statement that you say 
the Guard Bureau has made surveys that indicate that there is still a 
requirement for the expansion or new construction of over 800 
armories. 

Now, does that mean that those armories are specified? That you 
could come, for instance, before this committee, with definite specifica 
tions somewhere, as to where 800 armories are to be throughout the 
country, or is that just an overall, rather vague assumption ? 

General Harrison. I think they could probably come close to the 
full 800. They very definitely could give you the number that would 
be covered in the $20 million appropri ition. 

I know I could tell this committee and tell the National Guard 
Bureau what my State’s full requirements are to completion, and I 
rather a that each State could do the same thing. 

Mrs. Grorcr. Mr. Chairman, I would think that would be a 
highly adv isable way of presenting it to the committee because we have 
never had it that way so far as I know. 

Mr. Brooxs. With the release of the money we have been instru- 
mental in helping you to get, you would still need funds for the com- 
ing year for construction and you would recommend about how much ? 

General Harrison. About $20 million, sir. 
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Mrs. Sr. Grorce. On page 3 of the statement vou say the budget does 
anticipate a carryover of $13 million of armory funds from fiscal year 
1958. Would that mean with the $20 million you would have $33 
million ? 

General Harrison. Yes. As I understand it now, it is a little less 
than $13 million. It is around $11 million. Projects have been ear- 
marked for that now and have been sent to the Bureau of the Budget 
for release. 

Mrs. Sr. Grorce. If you get the $20 million you require, with that 
sarryover, you have roughly $30 million to spend on armories in the 
coming fiscal year ¢ 

General Harrison. Yes. 

Mr. Brooks. Of course, the entire bill runs about how many mil- 
lion, about $30 million ? 

Mr. Ducanoer. Approximately $30 million. 

Mr. Brooks. So that would be doubling the expenditure. It would 
give the guard as much as all of the others combined. 

Are you able, General, to give us a line-by-line item to back you up ¢ 

General Harrison. I am quite certain, Mr. Chairman, that the Chief 
of the Army Division of the Bureau could give very soon, almost im- 
mediately, a line- by -line item. 

Mr. Brooks. I imagine General Wilson could give us that also. 

General Harrison.” His is in the bill. 

Mr. Ducanper. His is later on in the bill. 

Mr. Brooks. Mr. Ducander will call the general and see where we 
are on that. 

We thank you very much, General. We appreciate your help and 
suggestions. 

Mr. Ducanper. ROA has submitted a statement. 

Mr. Brooxs. Without objection the ROA statement will go in the 
record. 

(The statement of the ROA is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF CoL. JOHN T. CARLTON, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, THE RESERVE OFFICERS 
ASSOCIATION 


It is a privilege to appear before your committee today in general support of 
H. R. 12369, a bill which would authorize facilities for the training of units of 
the Reserve components of the Armed Forces of the United States. 

Our association believes very strongly that national security is vitally de- 
pendent upon the maintenance of strong, well-trained and fully equipped Reserve 
forces. If we are to have such a Reserve, it is necessary that adequate facili- 
ties are provided. Congress has always cooperated in seeing that sufficient 
money is made available to build such facilities. 

On numerous occasions, we have been very much disappointed in the length 
of time required to construct these facilities after approval has been given by 
Congress and the money made available. This, of course, is not the fault of 
this committee—or the Congress. We hope that from now on the Defense 
Establishment will see that the construction program is expedited and that 
long delays will be a thing of the past. 


The ORA is in full accord with the principles outlined in H. R. 
12569. We are aware of the concern of Members of the Congress re- 
garding the status of this construction program. We believe ‘the pro- 
visions of this bill, outlining a line-item type of authorization, will 
accomplish the intended purpose. However, we would like to rec- 
ommend to your committee that some flexibility be written into this 
bill. The appropriations on a line-item basis, should provide that 
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when money for one project cannot be immediately used, due to legal 
questions arising in regard to the transfer of property or for other 
reasons, the money can then be diverted to construction of a facility 
at some other location, rather than awaiting the settlement of the 
difficulties. 

I want to thank you for the opportunity to express our views. We 
are in full accord with the provisions of the bill, with the suggestion 
as outlined above. 

Mr. Brooks. Here we are down to the Air Force. The witnesses 
for the Air Force have been here all afternoon and have been very 
patient. Now I am reluctant to turn them aside at this point, but it 
seems to me we cannot cover them, anyway, in 15 minutes. I thought 
we would make better time than we have. 

If there is no objection then, we will meet tomorrow morning at 10 
o'clock and I believe we can wind up this bill. We can certainly wind 
it all up, save 1 or 2 items in dispute. 

We will adjourn then until tomorrow morning at 10 o’clock. 

(Whereupon, at 4:45 p. m., the subcommittee adjourned, to recon- 
vene at 10 a. m., Saturday, June 7, 1958.) 


Houser or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
SuscomMirTTEE No. 1, 
Washington, D. C., Saturday, June 7, 1958. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a. m., in room 313—A, 
Old House Office Building, Hon. Overton Brooks, chairman of the 
subcommittee, presiding. 

Mr. Brooxs. The subcommittee will please come to order. 

When we adjourned last evening we had reached page 7 and the 
section entitled “Air Force Reserve.” We will begin this morning 
with the Air Force Reserve. 

Whom do we have here? 

General Grussenporr. Sir, I am Gen. R. A. Grussendorf. I am 
Assistant Chief of Staff for Reserve Forces for the United States 
Air Force. Colonel McDougal is Chief of the Support Division. 

Mr. Brooks. I wanted your names and titles for the reporter. 

We have a statement here from General Grussendorf, and we also 
have a statement this morning from Maj. Gen. Winston P. Wilson, 
Chief of the Air Force Division, National Guard Bureau. 

The first statement this morning is that from Maj. Gen. Richard A. 
Grussendorf, Assistant Chief of Staff for Reserve Forces, Depart- 
ment of the Air Force. 

We are happy, General, to have you here this morning. We hope 
you will be able to clean up the rest of the bill. So without further 
formality, we will ask you to proceed with your statement. 

General Grussenporr. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity 
to appear before you today in support of the Air Reserve Forces con- 
struction requirements for fiscal year 1959. 

During the past year we have reexamined the structure of our 
Reserve Forces to meet requirements of the joint war plans and the 
policies and concepts established by the Department. of Defense. 
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This examination has resulted in the establishment of a mobiliza- 
tion requirement of 39 combat flying wings in the Air Reserve Forces: 
24 of these wings, consisting of 83 combat squadrons of the fighter 
and tactical reconnaissance types, make up the tactical force of the 
Air National Guard; and there are 15 medium troop carrier wings of 
45 tactical squadrons in the Air Force Reserve. 

In addition, there are 157 support-type units of the Air Reserve 
and Air National Guard which have been programed to meet specific 
mobilization requirements in the fields of communications, weather, 
air resupply, air evacuation, terminal operations, air rescue, and hospi- 
tal-type units. 

We likewise have a mobilization requirement in the Air Force Re- 
serve to train 180,000 officers and men in the individual training pro- 
gram based on the needs of the major air commands for personnel 
augmentation in the event of D-day. 

The Reserve individual training program is directed toward meet- 
ing this requirement by providing training elements designed to 
satisfy the reservist’s need for maintaining his previously acquired 
military proficiency. 

We conduct our individual training program in two categories. 
First, those individuals with mobilization assignments to a given 
command who are within the capability of the commands concerned 
to train, receive their training by on-the-job performance in the actual 
assignment positions they will fill in the event of D-day. 

Next, those individuals required to satisfy the attrition requirement 
of the Air Force subsequent to D-day together with those individuals 
having a mobilization assignment with a major command, but who, 
because of the location of his domicile, cannot be trained by the com- 
mand of assignment, are trained by the Continental Air Command in 
the Air Reserve center program. 

The training authorized for these individuals will vary from 24 
paid drills, with 15 days’ annual active-duty training, to 15 days’ ac- 
tive-duty training with no paid drill periods, depending upon the 
individual’s need for training. 

With this brief introduction I would now like to disenss the con- 
struction requirements of the Air Force Reserve. Major General 
Wilson, Deputy Chief of the National Guard Bureau, is present and 
will give a detailed presentation of the construction requirements of 
the Air National Guard. 

Since the inception of our postwar Reserve, inadequacy of bases and 
facilities has affected our overall progress. Facility construction for 
the Air Force Reserve did not get underway, to an effective degree, 
until fiscal years 1956 and 1957. 

This delay was due to instability in programs and inability, in a 
number of cases, to consummate required usage agreements. Once 
started, however, progress has continued so that at the present time 
we are well on our way toward meeting all of our facilities require- 
ments. 

As shown in the bar on the left side of the chart in front of you, 
we have obligated slightly more than $1 million in the construction of 
5 Air Reserve centers in 1957 and prior fiscal years. One additional 
center is being constructed in Wilkes-Barre, Pa., at the present time 
at an estimated cost of $270,000. 
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No future requirement for the construction of centers is shown on 
this chart since priority will still continue to be given to the construc- 
tion of the facilities required for our flying units. 

Once this construction has been accomplished, reviews will be made 
of individual locations; and where it is determined that such con- 
struction meets the best interests of the Government, action will be 
taken to include these centers in a future construction program. 

The center bar of the chart indicates that $55,913,903 was spent in 
the construction of facilities for our combat flying wings during 1957 
and prior fiscal years. The facilities provided through the expendi- 
ture of these funds has contributed immeasurably to the attainment 
of the high degree of combat capability which exists in our Reserve 
troop carrier units today. Of the 37 flying bases required to support 
our flying units, 34 are now in operation with a good percentage of 
the minimum operational facilities required having been provided. 
The remaining three bases required are now under construction and 
will be completed during fiscal year 1959. 

The $15,831,355 shown for fiscal year 1958 represents the total 
amount received from the Bureau of the Budget to date and passed 
on to the construction agency, the Corps of Engineers. 

It is expected that all of these funds, plus other small amounts now 
in the apportionment process will raise our contract award rate for 
the current fiscal year to approximately $17 million. 

As explained by Mr. Bryant, Assistant Secretary of Defense, Proper- 
ties and Installations, earlier, the figure shown in this portion of the 
bar for fiscal year 1959, $5,054,000, is some $1,218,000 less than the 
$6,272,000 shown in the draft of the bill. 

This reduction was made too late to amend the previously reported 
higher figure and was brought about by the deletion of certain items 
for an active duty training site at Bakalar Air Force Base and one 
small item at Bradley Field. 

By making greater utilization of existing Reserve and Air National 
Guard bases for Reserve summer training, it has been possible to elimi- 
nate construction of summer training facilities at both Bakalar and 
Clinton County Air Force Bases for a total saving of approximately 
$9,158,000. Funding during the next fiscal year in the amount of 
$5,054,000 will provide needed operational] facilities at 10 of our flying 
bases and will permit the continued growth of our flying units on a 
satisfactory basis. 

The top section of the center bar indicates future construction re- 
quirements for our Reserve flying units of $29,200,000 after fiscal 
year 1959. In this figure we have included those items expected to be 
carried over in an unfunded status from fiscal year 1958 and such 
items as hangars and lean-tos, supply buildings, autoshops, wing 
administration and training buildings, and the aircraft parking 
aprons required to complete the minimum operational facilities at all 
of our flying locations. 

The bar to the right of the chart is simply a recapitulation of the 
other 2 bars which shows an overall requirement of $107,377.512 for 
Reserve construction, of which approximately $73,123,512 will have 
been provided by Congress as of June 30, 1958. 

In conclusion, gentlemen, I wish to express my personal satisfaction 
with the progress being made in the Reserve construction program. 
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The Department of the Air Force believes that with the assistance 
that Congress and the Department of Defense is giving us, our Air 
Reserve Forces will be able to carry out their assigned D-day mission 
in the same outstanding manner as they always have in the past 
during times of national need. 

It has been a privilege for me to appear before this committee. I 
shall be happy to provide any additional information you desire. 

Mr. Brooxs. Thank you very much, General. That statement of 
yours is a very reassuring report to this subcommittee. 

I want to ask you just a few _ uuediitonis in reference to the report. 
Your total program is $107,37 7,512, that is correct, is it not? 

General GrussenporF. Yes, sir; including the anticipated require- 
ments in the coming fiscal years. 

Mr. Brooxs. That is the total program. When you spend $107 
million, you will have buttoned up, so to speak, your Reserve facili- 
ties program. That would, of course, be subject to exception—those 
unanticipated needs, and then also a gradual deterioration perhaps 
of some of the present facilities and need of replacement and recon- 
struction and repair and untoward damages due to acts of God and 
things of that sort. That is correct; is it not? 

General Grussenporr. That is correct, sir, and that is assuming— 
and I think it is a very valid assumption—that our Air Reserve 
Forces will continue jn the numbers and with the equipments that 
they now have. 

Mr. Brooxs. You have a chart here with $105,999,238. That is less 
than $2 million below your total program of $107 million. Why is 
that difference there? Of course one refers to the Air Reserve flying 
centers—that is $105 million, and the total program is $107 million. 

What is the difference ? 

General GrussenporF. Well, sir, that can be explained that the 
$105 million represents the flying center total for the Reserve Forces, 
and the $107 million would include Air Reserve individual tr aining 
centers, nonflying. 

Mr. Brooxs. There is a difference of less than $2 million for Air 
Reserve training centers, nonflying. 

General Grussenporr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. What type of center is that? Is that the technical 
center ? 

General Grussenporr. Yes, sir. There are 82 of them now through- 
out the United States. They contain classrooms, technical equipment 
in some cases for the individual instruction or group instruction of 
reservists, both commissioned and airmen. 

Mr. Brooks. Are you telling us that you are building or providing 
80 of those places for less than $2 million? 

General GrussENDorF. Most of those places, sir, are in leased or 
Government-owned buildings. We have only five that have actually 
been built to provide the space and the accommodations that are 
needed. That isthe reason for the low cost. 

Mr. Brooks. So you are able to take advantage of existing facilities, 
and as a result you have held that program down to less than $2 mil- 


lion—in fact, I am trying to estimate here but it seems to me it is 
about $1,588,000 ? 
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General Grussenporr. Yes, sir. As you can see, the one that is 
being presently constructed at Wilkes-Barre is approximately $270,000. 
That would be the rough average cost if we had to build. 

The desire of the Air Force in this matter is we do not build when 
we can rent at a good figure or have other Government facilities avail- 
able that we can use satisfactorily. 

Mr. Brooks. I think that is truly a remarkable program that you 
can hold down to that cost. Let me ask you: Out of the total program 
of $107 million you have spent thus far $57,023,000; is that correct ¢ 
Up to this year? 

General GrussENpDorF. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. This year you expect to have $17 million. The charts 
show $16 million, but the $17 million, I think you stated, will probably 
be for construction this year ¢ 

General Grussenporr. In 1958, that we expect to have under con- 
struction. We have most of that right now, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. $17 million ? 

(yeneral GRuSSENDORF. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. So the total at the end of this year would be $57 mil- 
lion, plus $17 million, which wou!d be $74 million; is that correct ¢ 

General Grussenvorr. It would include the total of $57 million and 
prior years, plus the red, which will go up from that $15 million fig- 
ures to approximately $17 million; yes, sir. Then that will all become 
money that has been spent and construction either accomplished or 
underway. 

Mr. Brooks. Then you simply add that to the $57 million, which is 
on the other chart, and that would give you a total then of $74 million, 
almost $75 million. So what you need then is about $32 million to 
comple‘e your program. 

General Grussenporr. As an estimate; yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Asa general estimate. 

General GrussenporFr. That’s right, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. We are not trying to hold to the figures, but I think 
the House would be interested in knowing when some of these pro- 
grams are coming to an end. That would give a very good idea in 
reference to this program. 

You said, I think, you were building one more Air Reserve flying 
center, and that is in Pennsylvania ? 

General Grussenporr. No, sir; that is an individual training center 
at Wilkes-Barre, Pa. 

Mr. Brooks. What is that costing you? 

General GrussENDoRF. $270,000. 

Mr. Brooks. That is all you intend to build? 

General GrussenpvorFr. That is all we can foresee right now, sir. 
There is the possibility of a site—I believe it is in Indiana, where 
we have had a very low-rent facility which is again being taken over 
by another Government agency and it looks like we are going to have 
to move out. It may be that in subsequent years we will have to re- 
quest funds for the construction of a center in that location. 

Mr. Brooxs. How many more of the flying centers have to be built? 

General Grussenporr. With the three that are now under construc- 
tion, that will complete our flying field construction program, with the 
exception of maybe an operational building or an improvement of an 
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operational building, added parking space if it becomes necessary— 
just refinements to the construction that is there. 

Mr. Brooxs. Your flying centers are not as elaborate as the Navy 
program, is it, I mean for individual centers. 

General GrussenporFr. I am not sure I understand what you mean 
by that. 

Mr. Brooxs. The Navy has a center in New Orleans, for instance. 
They have got three of those, I believe, in the United States for train- 
ing. Your flying centers don’t run on a $35 million basis; do they ? 

General GrussENbDorF. No, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Explain to this committee the difference between the 
Air Force type of program and the Navy program. 

General Grussenporr. I don’t believe I can explain the difference. 
I can tell you what the Air Force concept is. 

Mr. Brooks. All right. Then we will have to make our own deduc- 
tions as to the difference. 

General GrussenporF. Let me refer back to the New Orleans station. 

Mr. Brooks. Then there is also one at Philadelphia, isn’t there, 
and then one out on the west coast ? 

General Grussenporr. Right, sir. But Alvin Callender is really 
not just a naval facility. It is an Armed Forces Reserve facility. 

Mr. Brooks. I notice in the report made to this committee it is re- 
ferred to as a naval facility, naval training center. 

General GrussenporF. The Air Force Reserve has an installation on 
the field, and the Air National Guard is occupying Alvin Callender. 

Mr. Brooxs. What did the Air Force put into it ? 

General Grussenporr. What did we put into Alvin Callender? 

Colonel McDoueatu. Approximately $3 million, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. That is what I thought. And the Army put about 
what—$500,000 ? 

Yolonel McDovueatt. The Air National Guard, sir? 

General Wiztson. The Air National Guard. sir, around $2 million. 

Mr. Brooks. Then that would make the Air Reserve and Air Guard 
about $5 million. What about the Army? They put something in 
there, too, didn’t they ¢ 

General Wirson. I don’t think the Army is in there, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. That makes it a joint user then, by the Navy, the Air 
Force, and the Air Guard ? 

General Grussenporr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. How are you going to use that base or bases of that 
sort, and how does that fit into your program for separate Air Force 
flying centers? 

General Grussenporr. We do not look, Mr. Chairman, for separate, 
sole-use flying centers. Wherever possible, we locate them first on an 
established Air Force base. 

Second choice, on a base with another service 





Mr. Brooks. But even though they are on an Air Force base, they 
become your separate flying center; isn’t that right? 

General GrusseNnporr. Yes, sir. But we would receive a great deal 
of support. and assistance from the active establishment. 

Mr. Brooks. Oh, yes, and you reduce your cost greatly, too, by using 
an existing facility. 

General Grussenporr. Greatly, sir, that’s right. 
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Mr. Brooxs. Then explain how one would fit into the other. For 
instance, the naval facility at New Orleans, you would have a joint 
use, wouldn’t you? You use that for training local Air Force Re- 
serves in that area. 

General GrussenpDorF. Yes, sir. We will have at that base a troop 
carrier squadron in training there. 

Mr. Brooks. Where you have a flying center in another area, how 
would you use that? In substantially the same way ? 

General Grussenvorr. Yes, sir. The 15 wings and 45 squadrons— 
in other words, that is 60, you might say, units—are spread over these 
37 flying bases. So in a number of cases there will be a wing head- 
quarters and 1 or 2 squadrons on the same location. 

We can identify those if the committee is interested. But that is 
how they are spread around. 

In the case of Alvin C allender, and there are others where there is 
just a single squadron located there, the numbers that will be involved 
will finally, we hope—the authorization for example will total 56 
officers and 499 airmen that will be part of the unit training on a single 
squadron, for example, at Alvin Callender. 

Mr. Brooxs. Where do you have similar facilities to that in other 
parts of the country? Where does the Navy have them? 

General Grussenporr. Willow Grove is one of the new ones that is 
just being constructed. 

Mr. Brooks. What State? 

General GrussenporF. In Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Brooxs. What part of Pennsylvania ? 

General Grussenporr. In Philadelphia, Pa., the colonel said. 
Those are the three new locations. Isthat right? 

Colonel McDovucatyt. Dallas Naval Air Station in Texas. Three 
Navy installations in all. 

Mr. Brooxs. That is Willow Grove, New Orleans, Alvin Callender, 
and what is the other one ? 

Colonel McDoveatt. Dallas Naval Air Station in Texas. 

Mr. Brooxs. What about the one in Atlanta? Isn’t the Navy doing 
some down there ? 

Colonel McDoveatn. That is Dobbins Air Force Base, sir. That 
is a Continental Air Command Force base. We are the host there. 
The Navy is tenanted with us on that installation. 

Mr. Brooxs. Then go ahead with your explanation about the train- 
ing center. 

General Grussenvorr. Depending upon the facility, it will be a 
troop carr ier squadron or two squadrons at eac +h one of the three loca- 
tions. Their training is aimed toward perfecting them to fulfill the 
troop carrier mission and counterpart airlift mission. They are all 
transitioning now. Quite a number have been equipped with the C-119 
aircraft. We hope by the end of 1959 that every one of our Reserve 
squadrons and wings will have full unit equipment of the same type. 

Mr. Brooxs. How many of these centers do you have, Reserve train- 
ing centers ? 

General Grussenporr. There will be 37 total. 

Mr. Brooks. Flying? 

General Grussenporr. Flying centers. 

Mr. Brooks. So you will train in the area serving the reservists that 
come there for flying training? 
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General Grussenporr. That’s right, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. Whereas the Navy program envisages reaching out to 
6 or 8 States, a number of States, and bringing your Reservists into 
one big center. I think that is a big difference between them. 

General Grussenvorr. I am not familiar with the Navy system. 
That would be, I would think, rather difficult to do. There would be 
a transportation problem of collecting all these people. Some of our 
Reservists today, quite a number of “them who are in the program 
drive, or a few actually have their own private airplane. But they go 
a considerable distance in order to participate in the program, they 
like it so well. 

Mr. Brooks. Frankly I haven’t heard any complaints about having 
to travel a reasonable distance. 

General Grussenporr. The object is to locate, to site these flying 
center areas where we can expect a good Reserve participation. There 
are many other areas where there is interest, but not enough that we 
can afford to put a facility there for the small numbers involved. 

Mr. Brooks. How are you going to handle those areas? Just fly 
them in or bring them in? 

General Grussenvorr. If they cannot get there by their own means, 

ir, they are just unable to participate in the flying part of the pro- 

gram. They then have to particpate in the individual training pro- 
gram. Throughout the United States, there are 1,000 or more loca- 
tions that they can reach. 

Mr. Brooxs. At Alvin Callender, you and the Guard spent $5 mil- 
lion to train one squadron. How much training is the Air Guard 
going to do there? 

General Witson. We have one squadron, Mr. Brooks, the Fighter 
Interceptor Squadron. 

Mr. Brooks. There are two squadrons there and you spend $5 
million roughly. What about at Willow Grove? 

General Grussenporr. That cost approximately $6 million. 

Mr. Brooxs. How much are you going to train there? 

General Grussenvorr. That will have a wing headquarters and 
two squadrons. 

Mr. Brooks. As I understand it, a wing headquarters is only 5 or 
6 men; isn’t that right? 

General GrussENDoRF. No, sir. The authorization is more than 
that number. It will total around 1,500 people at Willow Grove in 
training. 

Mr. Brooxs. That is the headquarters and two squadrons that will 
cost you $6 million. 

General Grussenporr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. I believe that covers pretty much what I had in mind. 
It seems to me, though, you are getting more efficiency out of your 
smaller units than you are out of these big consolidated units, be- 
cause it is costing you $6 million at Phil: adelphi: . for two squadrons 
and a wing headquarters, and then, on the other hand, these flying 
centers run what—less than $2 million, don’t they, individually han- 
dled on existing airbases ? 

General Grussenporr. I think a better approximation would be 
around $3 million. 

Mr. Brooxs. What do you train in a $3 million unit? 








a on 


SUSETEPEENOETEEEETE 





6933 


General GrussenvorF. That would provide a hangar, an operational 
training building, some sort of a crash-fire facility. I believe Colonel 
McDougall, whose interest is in that, can 

Colonel McDovucau.. Generally, sir, this is a construction package 
for a deployed squadron with a hangar which the general has men- 
tioned, and the parking apron. The administrative and training 
space in the hangar is provided through lean-tos that are to be con- 
structed. There would be a warehouse. In some instances there might 
be a ccrash-fire station. That about takes care of it. 

Mr. Brooks. But how many troops are you training 

Colonel McDouca.t. In one squadron, sir, there would be a strength 
of about 400 or 450 men—oflicers and men. 

Mr. Brooks. That will cost you $3 million 

Colonel McDoucaty. As an average, sir, it would run about $3 
million. 

Mr. Brooks. Then, of course, as a joint user, if you had two squad- 
rons like you had at Philadelphia, that would be $6 million. So the 
costs seem to be in line. 

Colonel McDovueatu. The additional cost at Willow Grove is gen- 
erally taking care of the increased parking apron, taking care of the 
additional aircraft for the second squadron, and a wing headquarters 
building which we are constructing there. 

Mr. Brooxs. Mrs. St. George ? 

Mrs. St. Grorce. Mr. Chairman. General, first I would like to 
subscribe to what the chairman has said about this report. It simply 
is one of the most encouraging ones I have listened to. I would like 
to ask you one thing, however, and that is that on your charts here 
you have as future requirements $16,100,000, and $15,831,335 in the 
other. 

That is for fiscal 1958. But for fiscal 1959 you have only $5,054,000. 
Why is fiscal 1959 so much lower, in view of the fact you have gone 
before that to $29,200,000? That I don’t quite understand. I should 
think you would divide it more evenly. 

There may be some very good reason for that. 

Colonel McDoveatt. Mrs. St. George, the limitations have been 
placed on the Air Force. I believe we can come in with an approved 
construction program to the Congress in the amount of approximately 
$1,100 million. We have in the Air Force very high priority con- 
struction, which you are very familiar with. 

We are in the process of getting more heavily into the missile busi- 
ness. This $5 million, in the reviews that have been conducted at the 
headquarters, was considered to be about the maximum amount that 
could be made available for the Reserves for this fiscal year. 

Mrs. St. Georce. In 1959? 

Colonel McDoveatn. Yes, ma’am. 

General Grussenporr. I see your question. I wasn’t too sure of it 
there. That amount will further provide the minimum operational 
facilities that we need. It will not short-change us in any degree. 
We can get further improvements that we will need and we would 
like, but: we can live with this. 

Mrs. St. Grorar. I am glad to hear that because it does look a little 
disproportionate when you look at fiscal 1958 and see this very small 
amount for fiscal 1959. That is all. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Brooks. Mr. Bray. 
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Mr. Bray. I have no questions except, have you given any strong 
consideration to having the Air National Guard and Air Reserves use 
the same bases ? 

General Grussenporr. Yes, sir; we have. 

Mr. Bray. How has that worked out ? 

General GrussenDoRF. Quite well across the board. We are joint 
users On quite a number of bases right now. 

Mr. Brooks. You are doing that at Willow Grove; aren’t you? 

General Grussenporr. With the Navy at Willow Grove. 

Colonel McDoueati. The National Guard is not at Willow Grove, 
sir. 

Mr. Bray. The reason I asked that, I thought in Indiana, when 
they had objected to the National Guard jets being at the munic ipal 
airport at Indianapolis and they had to find a place, I felt they should 
have gone with the Reserves down at some other place. But instead 
of that, for some reason they went to Terre Haute, and they didn’t 
build up another base. I know that question should be addressed to 
the National Guard. 

General Wizson. Mr. Bray, do you want me to answer that now, 
sir? 

Mr. Bray. I would like to get . it on the record. 

General Wirison. In the Air National Guard program we have 
found, especially in the fighter-intercepter role which most of our 
units are in, we have found that we cannot be that far away from 
the population center to meet our D-day requirements, which is 50 
percent of the airplane in the air within the first hour. 

In other words, the people have to be available to get to the base 
within an hour’s period. 

Mr: Bray. That was the trouble. That was the real reason I felt 
they should—although I never expressed myself. But now that it 
is over I wondered why they put them at Terre Haute, which is 
within less than 2 miles from the State line, and yet all of them are 
within the State and did not utilize the area almost in the center, 
let’s say—about 60 miles south of the center of the State. That was 
something that I did wonder, and I had to inquire into how it was 
going and they said things are going very well but they said there 
was difficulty because it is so far from where everybody lives, 

I never could quite figure how that was done. 

General Wirtson. We have had no problem in manning there. 
They are actually ahead of their program at Terre Haute. 

Mr. Bray. I have never heard them kick. They said they are 
very happy there. But they did mention it is quite a distance—— 

General Wirson. It is quite a distance from where the unit was 
originally located at Indianapolis. 

Mr. Bray. They have got very good morale there; in fact, out- 
standing, I would sa Ly. In fact. it has been rather remarkable, as 
far as those fellows have to drive to go there for training. I am 
not criticizing that at all, and I suppose there was a definite reason 
for it. 

I personally felt they should have left them right at Weir-Cook 
Field at Indianapolis. 

General Witson. We proposed that, sir, and we worked on that 
for almost 2 years before we finally had to move out. 
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Mr. Bray. Since these last 2 or 3 unfortunate instances of jets 
hitting planes, maybe my judgment was wrong. Maybe they should 
have gotten out of there. That is all. I just wanted to get the thing 
on that line. 

Mr. Brooxs. May I ask one more question here. As your transition 
occurs to rockets and missiles and all of that, is it possible to use 
a good many of these, if not all of these, installations later on for 
training which might develop into missile training ? 

General GrussenporF. If it went to that extreme, Mr. Chairman, 
there would probably be some additional construction required on 
these bases. I can foresee very little possibility, or the extreme im- 
probability, that the Air Force Reserve will deviate from their cur- 
rent mission of operating airlift type aircraft. 

The purpose of this last program was to put the Air Guard in 
the tactical role, so to speak, and the Air Force Reserve in the airlift 
role. 

Mr. Brooks. Along that line, then, the mission being an airlift 
mission for the Reserves, are we in shape to man such a mission 
in the event of hostilities ? 

General Grussenporr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. Can our Reserves pick up right away and carry on 
with an airlift mission ? 

General Grussenporr. That’s right, sir. They have been very 
gratifying. 

Mr. Brooks. There has been a great deal of criticism of the Air 
Force not having the capability of proper airlift, an airlift of proper 
size. Would you say that the Reserves would fit into that picture 
very naturally in the event of activity ? 

General Grussenporr. The Reserves are fitting into meeting that 
requirement. 

Mr. Winsteap. To what extent, Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Brooxs. Mr. Winstead would like to know to what extent. 

General Grussenporr. Every one of the 15 wings or 45 squadrons 
will participate and train, and, we hope, be fully qualified in the troop- 
arrier role with the Army by the end of 1959. 

Mr. Brooks. Do you have equipment available ? 

General GrussenporF. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Is the equipment which they use in this training avail- 
able and does it have the ability or performance to be used in time of 
hostilities ¢ 

General Grussenporr. Yes, sir. The C-119 type aircraft—it is not 
an intercontinental airplane, but it is a troop carrier troop-support 
airlift aircraft. 

Mr. Brooxs. But it has the capability of moving troops from one 
part of the continent to another ? 

General GrussenporF. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. But it has the capability of moving troops from one 
job at once? 

General Grussenporr. I would say that right at the present time 20 
percent of the force is fully qualified in the troop-carrier role today 
and they could—and have—performed actual air drops of para- 
troopers, landings of troops and equipment with the Army in connec- 
tion with maneuvers, and very successfully. 
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A number of Army officials have told me and written in of how 
gratified they were with the performance of the Reserve units. 

Mr. Brooxs. That means, then, 20 percent of 45 squadrons, or about 
9, would be immediately available; and the rest would be available 
in about what period of time ? 

General Grussenporr. By the end of 1959. We are just transi- 
tioning now. 

Mr. Brooxs. At that time you will have about 45 squadrons avail- 
able for airlifting ? 

General Grussenporr. Yes, sir. We are just transitioning now. 
They have just received this new mission, you might say, as of last 
September. 

Mr. Brooxs. What is the normal carrying capacity of a C-119, how 
many persons ? 

General GrussEenvorF. I would like to furnish that for the record. 
I wouldn’t want to guess. I think it is in the neighborhood of 42 
fully equipped troops. With centerline seating this figure increases 
to 62 troops. 

Mr. Brooks. If you wish to correct the record later on, it will be 
all right. 

General GrussenporF. Thank you. 

Mr. Brooks. Did you have something, Mr. Winstead ? 

Mr. Winsteap. Let me ask one question. Your Reserve for the Air 
Force—of course the National Guard, and your Reserve program, if 
I understand the testimony, is coming along fine. Is that right, as 
far as your Reserve program, the Air National Guard you are satisfied 
at the present time ? 

Mr. Brooks. We haven’t covered the guard yet. General Wilson 
is back there waiting 

General Grussenporr. I can for the Air Force Reserves say that 
we are very satisfied with the program and the force structure; and 
looking ahead at the equipment the Air Force is going to make avail- 
able to the Air Force Reserve, it is one of the brightest pictures we 
have had for many years. 

Mr. Wrnsreap. ‘The evidence I have seen so far as the Air National 
Guard—which is the bulk of what I have seen—impresses me very 
much. I have always been under the impression that our Regular 
Reserve has been much weaker than the testimony indicates down here 
with the Air Force. 

I am wondering, if the draft should be eliminated and if the re- 
quirement of the prior servicemen should be dropped, what kind of 
position your Air Reserve would be in under that circumstance? In 
other words, you don’t support an armory for less than what—200 
men? Under your Reserve program, the Air Force does not support 
an armory for less than what? What is your minimum—200 men? 

General Grussenporr. We don’t use the same term, but in the indi- 
vidual training program we have gone down to as low as a flight 
where 10—if there are 10 reservists in an area interested in a program, 
we will provide an individual training program for them. 

Mr. Winsteap. You are making a specific case, and I am not too 
certain but what you are right about it. I am not arguing with you 
on it. Iam just tr ying to find out a little something on it. 
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I understood the Meridian Air Reserve had about 125 personnel. 
The Army was constructing an armory for the Army Reserve down 
there, and the Air Force wanted to go in on joint construction, but 
they did not meet your minium requir ements. 

I am probably inclined to think you are probably right. I am not 
fussing with you about it. I am just trying to find out something 
about it. 

I understood at that time that the number was not sufficient to meet 
your minimum requirements to support an armory, or to join with the 
Army in the construction of an armory. 

General GrussenporF. For the construction of a facility, I am quite 
sure that we do have a minimum number. If I could ask Colonel 
Howell—— 

Mr. Winsteap. I think it was 200 at that time, which may be right. 
IT am not questioning you about it. 

Colonel McDoueatu. That is right, sir. We have two types of fa- 
cilities we construct in the individual training program. One is 
approximately 8,500 square feet, and we must have a minimum of 200 
participating reservists before we feel justified in constructing that 
facility. 

Mr. Wrinstrap. Under the law do you require all your Air Force 
men who are discharged from full service to participate at least 1 more 
year? Isn’t that right? 

Colonel McDovucatu. That’s right. We require all Air Force men 
who are released from a normal 4-year tour of mare duty sevice to 
remain in the Ready Reserve for a period of 1 year. However, they 
are not required to participate in the Reserve sees as participa- 
tion is voluntary. 

Mr. Winsteap. a t that what largely constitutes your Air Reserve 
outside of the Air National Guard over this country? I am just try- 
ing to find out, that’s all. Isn’t that largely your Air Reserve outside 
of jhe Air National Guard in this country today ? 

Colonel McDoueaiu. Yes, sir. That’s true. 

Mr. Wiwnsteap. If that requirement should ever be dropped from 
the draft or extension of it, then you might have to support more in 
terms of what Mr. Brooks mentioned a few moments ago. What I 
am trying to say, you are giving plans to meet whatever the situation 
will be in the future, I hope. 

There is no use taking up time with this. You are probably right 
under the circumstance. You can meet your needs ka the present 
law, under the present requirements. But if that should be dropped, 
I think you would have to rework your whole Reserve program to main- 
tain an adequate Reserve beyond the Air National Guard. 

Mr. Brooks. If there : are no further questions, then, we can proceed 
to read the bill on page 7, line 4, “Air Force Reserve.” 

The first item there is, Andrews Air Force Base, Camp Springs, 
Md.; operational and training facilities, $129,000. 

General, what is that for ? 

General Grussenporr. If you will permit me, Mr. Chairman, 
Colonel McDougall, who has the data sheet here, will speak to that. 

Mr. Brooks. All right. 

Colonel McDovueatu. This is a second-floor lean-to to a hangar which 
was constructed in 1957, sir. The lean-to will complete deficient lean- 
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to space to the Reserve hangar and will be used for aircrew technical 
library, flight records, charts, and other administrative functions, 
squadron operations, including aircraft scheduling and dispatch, 
weather facilities, maps, navigational aids, and offices for squadrons 
operations officer and flight commander. 

It also will provide personnel equipment, space, crew locker rooms, 
latrines, and for cleaning gear. No other facilities are existing on the 
base that can be made available to the Air Force Reserve, and failure 
to provide this facility would seriously curtail the Air Force Reserve 
flying training operations and would impair the assigned mission. 

The project does conform to Reserve criteria approved by the De- 
partment of Defense. 

Mr. Brooxs. Any questions regarding it? If not, we will approve 
that. 

Bakalar Air Force Base, Columbus, Ind.; operational and training 
facilities, troop housing, utilities, and ground improvements, and land 
acquisition, $4,354,000. 

Colonel McDovueatt. As indicated in General Grussendorf’s state- 
ment, sir, we made an amendment here by deleting a requirement for 
summer training facilities. The amount for this base now is $3,174,000. 

Mr. Brooks. It should be $3 million 

Coionel McDovueat.. $3,174 million. 

Mr. Brooks. Will that finish that facility there? 

Colonel McDoveatu. This will, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. The $3,174,000 will finish it ? 

Colonel McDovueaut. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. General Grussendorf has already referred to the nature 
of that facility. That will be a major Reserve training facility, won’t 
it ? 

Colonel McDoveatx. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. Any questions? If not, we will approve that. 

Bates Field, Mobile, Ala.; maintenance facility, $97,000. 

Colonel McDoveatt. This is an auto maintenance shop and will 
complete our requirements at Bates Field, sir. This facility is used 
for the scheduled, nonscheduled maintenance, fueling, and servicing 
of approximately 30 vehicles assigned at this station. 

Mr. Brooks. No additional land required ? 

Colonel McDoveatu. No, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. If there is no objection, we will approve that. 

Bradley Field, Windsor Locks, Conn. ; operational and training fa- 
cilities, maintenance facility, and utilities and ground improvements, 
$198,000. 

Colonel McDoveaut. The major item at this installation is $134,000 
for the auto maintenance shop, sir. It is identical to the one that is 
being constructed at Bates to take care of approximately 30 assigned 
vehicles. 

Mr. Brooxs. No additional land required there ? 

Colonel McDoveatt. No, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. If there is no objection, that item will be approved. 

Bradley Field, Windsor Locks, Conn. ; operational and training fa- 
cilities, maintenance facilities, utilities, and ground improvements, 
$198,000. 
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Colonel McDovaatu. We just covered that one, sir, with the excep- 
tion of the access road there, which will run $26,000, and will permit 
reservists to get into this area. 

Mr. Brooks. Davis Field 

Mr. Ducanper. Mr. Chairman, before you proceed, you are still 
asking for the $198,000 here? 

Colonel McDovucatt. At Bradley, that is correct, Sir. 

Mr. Ducanper. My information had been that you were withdraw- 
ing operational and training facilities, and that the new figure would 
be $160,000. 

Colonel McDovueatt. I am sorry, it is $160,000, Mr. Ducander. 
I wasn’t looking at the bill. 

Mr. Ducanper. Then you are withdrawing operational and train- 
ing facilities? 

Colonel McDoveaty. The only 2 items that we have programed 
for Bradley for fiscal year 1959 are the auto maintenance shop for $134,- 
000, and an access road for $26,000, totaling $160,000. 

Mr. Brooxs. $160,000. So that item should be reduced from $198,- 
000 to $160,000 ? 

Mr. Ducanper. Yes, sir; and for the purposes of the bill, if it is 
necessary to amend the bill—looking at the bill, Colonel, should the 
words “operational and training facilities” be deleted ¢ 

Colonel McDouga.y. You could consider the auto maintenance shop 
is also used as a training facility in addition to a maintenance facility. 
So possibly you can consider that this is correct nomenclature here, 
sir. 

Mr. Brooks. It uses the same nomenclature, but reduces the amount. 

Colonel McDoucatu. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Ducanper. Is that in accordance with the way this was ap- 
proved by the Department of Defense? That is where I got my 
information. Mr. Deininger, can you tell me about this item—Brad- 
ley Field, Windsor Locks, Conn. ? 

Mr. Dernincer. The operational and training facility language 
should be stricken from the bill. The auto shop is the maintenance 
facility that is referred to in the language of the bill. 

Mr. Ducanper. Do you agree with that? 

Colonel McDoveat. I agree with that. But by some stretch of the 
imagination, since training is also conducted in this, it could be con- 
sidered a training facility in addition to a maintenance facility. It 
is not an operation facility. 

Mr. Ducanper. Then, in order to get it clear for amending the bill, 
you will agree that the words “operational and training facility” 
should be stricken, and that the amount should be changed from 
$198,000 to $160,000 ? 

Colonel McDoueatn. L agree. 

Mr. Brooks. All right. With that change there, the item is ap- 
proved, reducing it to $160,000. 

Davis Field, Muskogee, Okla.; maintenance facility and supply 
facility, $825,000. ; 

Colonel McDoucat.. Here again, sir, we have another auto main- 
tenance shop for $125,000 and a warehouse, supply, equipment, and a 
base building for $200,000. The total at this base is $325,000. 
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Mr. Brooxs. Is this Davis Field an Air Force or a municipal field? 

Colonel McDoveatt. That isa municipal airport, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. You are using the facilities on the municipal field for 
the Air Force. Do you have a long-time lease? 

Colonel McDovea... Yes, sir, a 50-year lease. 

Mr. Brooks. If there is no objection, that item is approved. 

General Mitchell Field, Milwaukee, Wis.; maintenance facility, 
operaitonal and training facilities, $173,000. 

Colonel McDoveat. Here again, sir, there is another auto mainte- 
nance shop in the amount of $105,000, and a fire station combination. 
This will provide structural and crash protection for the field; also 
for an Air National Guard unit that is stationed there. 

Mr. Brooks. If there is no objection to that item, it is approved. 

Grenier Air Force Base, Manchester, N. H.; operational and train- 
ing facility, $180,000. 

Colonel McDoueatu. This is a taxiway lighting project at Grenier 
in the amount of $180,000 to light taxiways that do not currently have 
lights on them, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. That is on an Air Force base ? 

Colonel McDovueatt. Yes, sir, that is an Air Force base. 

Mr. Brooks. You are getting along all right with your joint user, 
the Air Force? 

Colonel McDoveaut. This isn’t strictly joint utilization with the 
Air Force, sir. It is a Continental Air Command base, and the only 
units that are stationed there are one Reserve Troop Carrier Squadron 
and one National Guard Fighter Squadron. 

Mr. Brooks. It is not a joint user; it is a tenant on an Air Force 
base. That is really what it is. 

Colonel McDovugatu. Yes, sir, although the Reserve operates this 
particular base. 

Mr. Brooks. The Reserve does operate the base ¢ 

Colonel McDoveat. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. That is unusual. Is that arrangement satisfactory ? 

Colonel McDoveatu. Yes, sir, it is working out very well. There 
is a very effective unit at this installation. 

Mr. Brooks. We will approve that item there. 

Richards-Gebaur Air Force Base, Belton, Mo.; operational and 
training facilities, $101,000. 

Colonel McDoveatt. This is similar to the action being taken at 
Andrews Air Force Base where we are completing a hangar, con- 
structing an additional lean-to on it. 

Mr. Brooks. If there is no objection, we will approve that. 

Naval Air Force Station (Alvin Callender Field), Orleans Parish, 
La.; operational and training facilities ; $622,000. 

Colonel McDoveatn. This unit stationed at Alvin Callender was 
originally programed to be a fighting unit and has been reprogramed. 
All of our units are now troop carrier. This is to provide the addi- 
tional parking apron that will be required for this unit because of the 
larger aircraft that will be utilized. 

Mr. Brooks. Therefore it is peculiarly an Air Force responsi- 
bility. 

Colonel McDovueatt. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Brooxs. What type of larger aircraft are you going to place 
there ? 

Colonel McDovucatt. We will have C—119’s here, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. It is a carrier for your airlift? 

Colonel McDovuaeaut. That’s correct, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Any objections to that? Any questions on it? If not, 
it will be approved. 

Naval Air Station, Willow Grove, Pa.; maintenance facility, 
$93,000. 

Colonel McDoveatt. This is another auto maintenance shop, and 
this will complete our facilities at Willow Grove, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. How much have you already spent at Willow Grove? 

Colonel McDouaeat. Approximately $6 million, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. This will make it $6,093,000 ? 

Colonel McDoueaut. That is correct, sir, 

Mr. Brooks. This will complete it ? 

Colonel McDovea... Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. There you have a major reserve training facility ? 

Colonel McDovucat.. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. You have 2 squadrons and 1 wing headquarters? 

Colonel McDovucaut. That’s correct, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. So it will give you major training in that area for your 
Air Reserves. 

Colonel McDoveatu. It will be a first-class facility, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. If there is no objection, that item is approved. 

That will complete the Air Force presentation. Cadena], we cer- 
tainly thank you and the colonel for coming here and helping us. 
You have made a very good presentation. 

General GrussenporF. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Colonel McDoveatt. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Brooks. We will release you now and will take up the Air 
National Guard. We have Maj. Gen. Winston P. Wilson, Chief of 
the Air Force Division, National Guard Bureau. 

General Wilson, do you have anyone you want to sit with you and 
back you up on these questions? 

General Witson. Yes; I have Colonel Battison, who is the Chief 
of my Installations Branc h, with me, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Brooks. If the colonel desires to have a seat while you are go- 
ing through your statement, we will be happy for him to be seated. 

General Wirson. All right, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. We have your statement here, General. Would you 
proceed with the statement which you have for the committee. 

General vee: Thank you. Mr. Chairman and members of the 
committee, I appreciate this opportunity to appear before you again 
to discuss what the Air National Guard has accomplished under the 
construction authority provided in Public Law 783 and to explain 
something about our future programs and future requirements for 
construction. 

You will recall, when I was here the first week in March I showed 
you some charts summarizing our program. I have a few of those 
same charts with me today, one of which has been up-dated with later 
information. 
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Cuart 1.—Present facilities 
A. Flying bases: 
Tactical 
Support 
Permanent training 
Permanent training with tactical units.__.--__.-_._.___-____---_-_- 


Total 


a SI BT SO ge eee ar intnapdeerare be cemainaiieerel aersqesenabs 


138 joint use (Navy, Air Force, Reserve). 


There has been no change in the number of facilities which we 
operate—93 flying bases and 41 nonflying bases. This chart also 
shows the types of use to which these bases are put and, below, the type 
of ownership or the source from which we get our right to use these 
bases. 

Our construction plans for fiscal year 1959 and future years do not 
contemplate establishing any new bases exc ept Bethel, Minn., under 
present programs, missions, and aircraft assignment. Cert: ain con- 
struction is necessary to complete some of the newer facilities; to 
replace World War II temporary construction; to expand facilities, 
particularly runways, taxiways, and aprons to accommodate higher 
performance aircraft we are continually receiving; and to complete 
the program of providing flight simulator and rocket storage build- 
ings, and which only recently became a requirement of our program 
when we received advanced model jet aircraft. 


CuHartT 2.—ANG progress 


[In millions of dollars] 


> 
Fiscal year Apptieny 7 Obligated 


Ti ie eit ince r wind 18. : 
1953 Behdbs dese tAAbb Ep ab i dc Biwhe thoy Son wloe 33 13. 
1954_ Sle lk eh enc -apchen i 27. 
SARE ceded daincs ccing ene ai 15. 3 
1956........ SR einaeae te cuee iia i 23. 
tbh ths vibidincngih ie ae 44 


18.0 
13. 
26. 


Rss ciet eerie ens paressinasnhdlott bho ABLE 5s 38.5 5 | 38.4 
| 
| 


hom WOW E 


Total ; : 2 | 181. ; 





You also saw before this chart showing that, since World War IT, 
the Congress has provided $181.2 million for ‘construction required 
by the Air National Guard and that $176.1 million of this has been 
utilized for construction through fiscal year 1957. The balance of 
$5.1 million represents largely savings in low bids or in supervisory 
and contingency costs. These saved funds have expired for obli- 
gation and do not carry over. 

Mr. Brooxs. So you have saved $5 million out of your program. 

General Witson. That is correct, sir. 
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Cuart 3.—Future requirements 
Million 
Fiscal year 1959 
Fiscal year 1960 
Fiscal year 1961 
Fiscal year 1962 


DEFICIENCIES 
Runway extensions and aprons 

Rocket assembly and storage 

Flight simulators 

Hangars and maintenance 

Operations and training 


Our construction program for future years, to complete and mod- 
ernize our base structure, is shown here. As we see it today, this $51 
million should be adequate to support our mission as stated today 
and the aircraft which the most recent program shows we are sched- 
uled to receive. 


CuHarT 4.—Summary 
Million 
Completed 
In progress (fiscal year 1958) 
Programed (fiscal year 1959 through 1962) 


Total cost 


To summarize, the conversion of a World War II temporary base 
structure to a modernized plan capable of operating Century series 
jets will, over a period of 15 years, require about $254 million of 


construction which should be approximately 80 percent complete this 
year, assuming the entire amount in progress this year gets under 
contract. 

This figure of $27.1 million for fiscal year 1958 has been increased 
since I was here in March. At that time we had only $21.4 million 
of a $28 million requirement in progress. 


Cuart 5.—Fiscal year 1958 status 
Million 
Congressional submission, September 1956 
Revised operational requirements, May 1957 
Congressional authorization 
Funded 


This chart, showing the status of our fiscal year 1958 construction 
program, has been down-dated since you saw it before. 

The revised operating requirement of $28 million resulted from the 
programing and delivery of higher performance aircraft in advance 
of the schedules between the congressional submission and last March. 

Originally, 24 squadrons were to get new aircraft. Now, 42 squad- 
rons are to be reequipped. For example, F-84, ae D/L, ‘and F-100 
aircraft required longer runways and taxiways; F-86 D/L and F-89 D 
aircraft require larger parking areas; and the i atter also require new 
housing for advanced flight simulator and storage of rockets. 

Mr. Chairman, on this chart, since this was made up as of yesterday, 
I received approval of the $5.6 million additional apportionment re- 
quest—$3.9 million of which is for construction, making our total 
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construction for this year in progress of $26.7 million against a $28 
million operating requirement. 

The three projects that we have discussed yesterday which I will 
not be able to get under the 1958 program—the difference between 
that and the other, and some savings that we have had from contracts 
this year on which the prices have been lower than anticipated. 

Mr. Brooks. We can put those three projects in so as to reinstate 
them. 

General Witson. Yes, sir. I have those here to submit as of your 
direction yesterday, sir. 

These revised operating requirements have been approved by your 
committee and the Armed Services Committee of the Senate to the 
extent of $27.1 million. The difference between 28 and 27.1 is ac- 
counted for by 2 aircraft control and warning facilities which dropped 
out of the program because the real estate provided by the States 
turned out to be unsuitable, and these 2 items must be reprogramed 
to later years when the real estate difficulties have been resolved. 

There was actually one other one, a small one of which is the third 
one that has fallen since I prepared this statement, Mr. Brooks. So 
the three items are the ones that we have in question here. 

Funds in the amount of $26.7 million 

Mr. Brooks. I have $22.8 million. 

General Wixson. It-*is $22.8, plus the request of $3.9, which I 
understand is approved. We have a total of $26.7 million—will be 
apportioned and programed to cover these requirements. 

The ground rules under which our programs for the different years 
have been prepared are (1) that construction should be phased with 
the delivery of aircraft. That is, the facilities should be available 
when the aircraft are delivered but: it isn’t necessary to spend the 
money until it is known that the equipment is available. The same is 
true as to growth in personnel strength. That is, additional training 
facilities are not provided until the growth of the unit in strength 
justifies it. 

(2) The same item obviously cannot be included in 2 different fiscal 
years. The items needed first and most urgently are included in the 
earlier years. This does not mean a lower degree of requirement in 
the later years, but simply that the requirement occurs at a different 
time. 

Any of these items on the fiscal year 1958 list and urgently re- 
quired now which fail to get under contract this year will have to 
go over to fiscal year 1960 at the earliest, and we are doing every- 
thing possible to avoid such serious losses. 

With the help of the committee in submitting these three that have 
so far fallen out, we will be able to put those in the construction pro- 
gram for 1959, sir. 

Mr. Chairman, referring again to the $200 million of construction 
already accomplished or ‘underw ay, we ‘feel that the taxpayer has 
gotten full value for his money. We have well-planned, adequate, 
and efficient facilities which fit the equipment and mission assigned 
to us. This construction has been phased to conform to radical and 
necessary changes to both mission and equipment. 

You are acquainted, I am sure, with the unexpected conversions 
to new aircraft referred to above and to the extensive changes in 
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our program structure within the last year. All of these things re- 
sult in changing construction requirements and I have no reason to 
suppose that similar changes in requirements will not continue in the 
future. 

We attribute the success of our construction program in the past 
to the fact that we could come to the two Armed Services Committees 
at any time throughout the year when circumstances required it and 
request and get revisions to our program that were forced by new 
facts. 

The flexibility afforded us under these procedures have been a posi- 
tive aid in squeezing the most out of each 1-year appropriation 
available and we have been grateful to the committee for this neces- 
sary elbowroom. 

Although line-item budgeting will present the problems alluded 
to by Mr. Bryant, it is our intention to provide the best advance 
planning possible under the new rules. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe detailed information has been submitted to 
your staff as to existing facilities at our bases, the types of air- 
craft with which our units will be equipped, the state of manning 
of each unit, and other factors affecting our 1959 program. 

I would like to at this time, Mr. Chairman, give you and your 
committee our sincere appreciation for the help that you have given 
us during the past fiscal year in our construction program, both in 
the consultation period and in obtaining the money, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Thank you very much, General, for your statement and 
your compliments there. We appreciate those very much. I am sure 
the whole committee feels the same way. We feel like you are trying 
to do a good job there, and we believe you are doing it. 

We have covered with your testimony most of the general principles 
which you are using in reference to the development of the Air Na- 
tional Guard Reserve training program. 

So I think most of it would be duplication today if we attempted 
to cover it, General. However, your total program as I understand it 
from your statement, has a requirement of $254 million. 

General Wiison. Correct, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Of that, approximately 80 percent will be completed 
at the end of this fiscal year. 

General Witson. Based on the present program that we have, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Based on the present program and the present obli- 
gations. 

General Wiison. That’s right, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. That would leave a figure of something like $27.1 mil- 
lion to be disposed of in the future. 

General Witson. About $51 million, sir, I believe. 

Mr. Brooks. This says a figure of $26.1 million for fiscal year 1958. 
That is what you had in mind for fiscal 1958 ? 

General Wiison. ITamsorry. To finish the total program, it would 
be $51 million. That’s correct, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. If you can get the $27 million for fiscal 1958, that would 
leave you something like $20 million to complete your program. 

General Witson. No, sir. I will need to complete my program for 
fiscal year 1959, $12 million; $17.8 million for 1960; $11.1 million for 
1961; and for 1962, as we see it now, $10.1 million. 
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Mr. Brooxs. How much will that be ? 
General Witson. Or a total of $51 million over and above the com- 
pletion of the 1958 program, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. So now really you need about $80 million. 

General Wirson. When I complete this year, sir, I will need an 
additional $51 million. That is the 1958 program, sir. That $27 
million is in 1958, sir, which is already going under contract; and most 
of that is already under contract. 

Mr. Brooks. I think now Lam clear. 

General Witson. My future construction under the present program 
is based on what we expect to get done in 1959, 1960, 1961, and 1962, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Let me approach this in this way. Your $51 million 
is what you will need for the future after the completion of this fiscal 

ear. 

General Wirson. That’s correct. 

Mr. Brooxs. How much do you have in this bill ? 

General Wison. In this bill there is $11.766 million, plus $750,000, 
which are these 3 projects here, sir, which would be right at $12,600,000. 

.Mr. Brooks. $12.5 million for the next year. That would leave you, 
then, at the end of fiscal 1959 still in need of something like 39 to 40 
million dollars to complete the program. So you are over the hill. 
You are looking forward toward completing the program. 

General Wixson. Yes, sir; we certainly are. 

Mr. Brooxs. That doesn’t include the $1.5 million or so you want to 
get carried over to next year. 

General Witson. Actually, Mr. Chairman, when I went back to the 
office yesterday, it amounted to $776,000, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. So you have reduced it. 

General Witson. Yes, sir, $776,000. 

Mr. Brooks. Any questions? 

Mrs. St. Grorce. No questions. 

Mr. Brooks. Mr. Winstead. 

Mr. Wrnsteap. General, when you appeared before us, I believe 
early in the year, you had some concern about certain parts of your pro- 
gram. It looked like it is panning out pretty well. 

General Wirson. With the assistance of this committee, our pro- 
gram is going along pretty well, sir. 

Mr. Wrnsreap. [ want to compliment you, sir, and I am delighted 
you have been there long enough that from year to year we can hear the 
same man testify on the same program. It is helpful to have a man 
like yourself who knows the program, is able to present it, and can 
stay there long enough to keep us informed from year to year on the 
matter. 

Mr. Brooks. Let’s take the top of page 8, line 5, Air National Guard 
of the United States. The first item on line 6, “Alpena County Air 
port, Alpena, Mich.; operational and training facilities, and hospital 
and medical facilities, $171,000.” 

General Witson. That, sir, is for a dispensary and a crash fire sta- 
tion. Alpena, Mich., is a permanent field training site, at which some 
8,000 Air Guard men will train during the summer. This is 1 of 8 
permanent field training sites. We have been operating in a dispen- 
sary ina World War II type building that was condemned. We have 
had to replace it. We have not had an adequate crash fire station nor 
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the equipment necessary to protect the lives of the people at Alpena 
during the training period, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. This is not any permanent hospital or anything of that 
sort? 

General Wixson. No, sir; it is just a dispensary, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. A dispensary replacing the buil ing at the dispensary, 
which you have already been using. 

General Witson. That’s right, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. Any questions? If not, we will approve that dispen- 
sary. 

Barnes Field, Westfield, Mass.; operational and training facilities, 
$740,000. 

General Witson. This is a replacement of a hangar and the estab- 
lishment of an arresting gear for the use of jet aircraft, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. Why do you have to replace the hangar 

General Wiison. We are replacing it with a standard Reserve 
hangar, minus the one-story lean-to. This hangar is an old World 
War II theater of operations hangar with a life expectancy of 10 years. 
The cost of maintenance is going to exceed the cost of the hangar un- 
less we replace it, sir. We find that now we have several World War 
IT facilities that we are using. We find that we have deferred them 
until it was getting beyond economical repair, and it now comes time 
in our long-range program to replace it. 

Mr. Brooks. Is it a frame building? 

General Witson. No, sir. It is a Butler-type building with a big 
arched Navy type 

Mr. Ducanver. Sheet metal ? 

General Witson. Sheet metal; yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. If there is no objection to that item, it is approved. 

Mr. Ducanper. What is the arrest'ng gear for? 

General Wixson. The arresting gear is a cable tied to big chains for 
stopping aircraft due to wet runways, ice on the runways, and so 
forth, to save aircraft that are not able to stop on the runway. 

Mr. Brooxs. If there is no objection, we will approve the item. 

Bethel Air National Guard Base, Bethel, Minn.; site improve- 
ments, $500,000, 

General Wiison. This is the new base that I spoke of in my general 
statement, where we presently have a unit on Wold- Chamberlain Field 
in Minne: apolis. This is a base where the State has floated a million 
dollar bond issue to buy the necessary land to turn over to the Air 
Force for the construction of facilities. This is the first increment 
of requirement for the establishment of this new base. 

Mr. Brooks. This is a major training center for guardsmen in 
that area ? 

General Witson. Yes, sir, in that area. 

Mr. Brooks. That supplies one building? 

General Wiison. No, sir. This year it is primarily for the site 
preparation, the drainage of land, the cutting of timber necessary for 
the construction of a complete base. 

Mr. Brooks. What are you coming back at us next year for? 

General Wizson. $11 million, sir. 

: = Brooxs. We had better get a little idea what that is going to 
e about. 
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General Wixtson. Yes, sir; we will be able to furnish the committee 
the complete detailed information on this whole thing. 

Mr. Brooxs. Give us a little bit now, General, in general terms. 

General Wuson. This is an airbase composed of 1 single runway, 
8,000 feet, multipurpose type, with necessary taxiways. Upon comple- 
tion, it will have a hangar with leantos, an operational and training 
building, a supply building, a fire station, a control tower, roads and 
utilities leading to the base, sir. 

This is under a joint agreement between the Secretary of the Air 
Force and the Secretary of the Navy to remove the naval flying and 
the Air National Guard flying from Wold-Chamberlain to a new 
installation. 

I become the host on this field, and the Navy becomes the tenant. 

Mr. Ducanver. How much will they put into it? 

General Witson. Their program, I understand, is not until the 
1960 program. 

Mr. Brooxs. The Navy program will be for Navy Reserves? 

General Wizson. Navy Reserves, yes, sir. It will be a joint Reserve 
training center. 

Mr. Brooxs. A joint user there, and the State is making a contribu- 
tion of $1 million? 

General Wixson. $1 million for the procurement of the land, and 
turning the land over in fee to the Air Force. 

Mr. Brooxs. How much land did they give? 

General Wirson. Seven thousand acres. 

Mr. Brooxs. They are doing better in buying their land than the 
Federal Government has been able to do. Our land has cost $7,000 
an acre. 

General Witson. Of course, this would be available also, Mr. Chair- 
man, for any other type Air Force unit that was in that area. 

Mr. Brooks. There is no United States land available or for sale, 
is there ¢ 

General Wirson. No, sir. I understand from talking to the adju- 
tant general of Minnesota that that was all locally owned land, which 
they have had to condemn and I buy. 

Mr. Brooks. Any questions / If not, I think since they are show- 
ing plenty of interest in it, we will approve the item. 

Birmingham Municipal Airport, Birmingham, Ala.; operational 
and training facilities, $150,000. 

General Wuson. That, Mr. Chairman, is to rehabilitate the park- 
ing apron. It is to rep: ir approximately 2 5S 100 square yards of park- 
ing apron by an overlay of a minimum of 2 inches of asphi alt or con- 
crete, to make it safe for the operation of jet aircraft, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. What type jets are you going to use? 

General Witson. RF-84-F’s at B irmingham, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. If there is no objection, the item is approved. 

Byrd Field, Richmond, Va.; supply facilities, $50,000. 

General Wiison. That supply facility had me a little confused. 
That is gasoline storage, which is supply facilities. It is the supply 
of aviation fuel. That is rehabilitation of the existing aviation fuel 
tanks and the conversion from the aqua pumping system to the elec- 
trical system for J P-4 fuel, sir. 
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Mr. Brooks. If there is no objection to that item, we will approve it. 

Camp Williams, Camp Douglas, Wis.; operational and training 
facilities, $579,000. 

General Wirson. There again, sir, it is the rehabilitation of the 
parking apron that was constructed during World War II, and the 
establishment of an arresting barrier for this camp. Camp Williams, 
Wis., is a permanent training site—and there will be something like 
8,000 etunieaien using that during the summer months and then other 
times during the ye © for training purposes. 

Mr. Brooxs. Tell me why there are so many camps there—Camp 
Williams and Camp Douglas. 

General Witson. Well, sir, Camp Douglas is the name of the town, 
and Camp Williams is the name of the facility. 

Mr. Brooks. If there is no objection to that, it will be approved. 

Capital Airport, Springfield, Dl.; supply facilities, $78,000. 

General Witson. This is to construct a building 80 by 100 feet in 
accordance with a standard warehouse using masonry and steel. The 
project includes necessary roads and utilities. The existing supply 
building is 12,000 feet and was constructed during 1950 with the 
advent of conversion to jet aircraft, and the increased number of line 
items to 12,000 feet that we used for 51’s in the conventional days is 
not sufficient, and we are having to increase the size of the supply 
facilities. 

Mr. Brooxs. If there is no objection—I am sure the government of 
Tllinois will be pleased with that—it will be approved. 

Des Moines Municipal Airport, Des Moines, lowa; operational and 
training facilities, $53,000. 

General Witson. That is to construct 4,344 square yards of concrete 
apron and is in addition to the present hangar apron. Construction 
will consist of a 25,000-pound wheel loading. It is to give the unit at 
Des Moines sufficient parking apron to park the jets which require 
more parking apron than a normal conventional aircraft. 

Mr. Brooks. If there is no objection, that is more concrete. 

Geiger Field, Spokane, Wash.; operational and training facilities, 
maintenance facilities, supply facilities, and utilities and ground 
improvements, $1,308,000. 

General Wirson. Sir; this is to replace a World War IT very limited 
facility with new facilities. This is for an apron for the parking of 
aircraft and armament storage and supply building, automotive main- 
tenance shop, parking vehicle area, warehouse for rocket storage, and 
a wing operation and training building, as well as a communication 
and administration and shop building, sir. 

This is to replace the entire facilities that we presently have, which 
are inadequate. The hangar has been condemned due to the trusses 
breaking in the roof, and we have got to get out of there in another 
year or we will have something right down on our head. 

Mr. Brooks. Tell me, that field is municipally owned ¢ 

General Wirson. Yes, sir. Geiger Feld was an Air Force base 
during the war. It was turned over to the city. We have a joint 
utilization there with the civil, the Air Defense Command, and the 
guard, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Do you have enough space for all of those ? 

General Wirson. The State paid something over $80,000 to buy 17 
acres to put these facilities on, sir. 
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Mr. Brooxs. That isthis particular facility ? 

General Wison. This particular facility right here. 

Mr. Brooks. The State paid $70,000 for 17 acres? 

General Wuson. Seventeen acres, and then they have given the 
guard a 50-year lease for $1 a year, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. That is, then, a permanent operation of yours. 

General Witson. That is a permanent base for us there; yes, sir. 
We have been operating there since 1947, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. If there is no objection to that item, we will approve it. 

Mrs. St. Grorce. Mr. Chairman, how near to Spokane is this field ? 

General Witson. It is about 514 miles from the center of Spokane. 

Mr. Brooxs. Grenier Air Force Base, Manchester, N. H.; opera- 
tional and training facilities, $170,000. We have that in one other 
part of this bill, too. 

Mr. Ducannper. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. What was that—Navy ? 

Mr. Ducanover. No; Air Force Reserve. 

General Wirtson. That was the Air Force Reserve, sir. That is to 
resurface the taxiways and rehabilitate the shoulders,of the taxiways, 
sir. 

Mr. Brooks. You are using that in connection with the Air Reserve? 

General Witson. We are using it both for the Air Reserve and the 
Air National Guard, str. 

Mr. Brooxs. Who has the control of it ? 

General Wixson. The control is by the Continental Air Command. 

Mr. Brooks. So you are both operating under the Continental Air 
Command ? 

General Wirson. That’s correct, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. What is the Air Force putting in on that Mr. 
Ducander? 

Mr. Ducanper. Operational and training facilities, $180,000. 

Mr. Brooks. So this would be a total of $ $350, 000. 

General Witson. That’s correct, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Will you say again what that is for, General? 

General Wixson. This is for the resurfacing of the taxiways with 
2 courses of bituminous concrete consisting of 1% inches of leveling 
course, and a 1-inch surface course. It is to clear the joints and 
cracks prior to SPO ion. 

It is the rehabilitation of the taxiways, sir, from the guard area 
over to the main runway, and then that joins with the main runway, 
sir. 

Mr. Brooks. So you are dividing the cost really. That is what it 
means. 

General Wirson. In a way, sir, we are taking care of our portion 
of the requirements. 

Mr. Brooks. You are constructing just what you tell me, and the 
Air Reserve is handling a different part of the work. 

General Witson. That’s correct, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. But the sum total is dividing the cost. 

General Witson. That’s correct, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. If there is no objection, that item is approved. 

Gulfport Municipal Airport, Gulfport, Miss.; supply facilities, 
$362,000. 
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General Wirson. Here again, Mr. Chairman, is a permanent field 
tr vec ae for the guard in which all the Southern States will train. 
It will be something between 8,000 and 10,000 guardsmen training at 
this base. This particular project is for 1 standard 10,000-barrel 
aviation jet fuel, and it will be tied in to the present fuel distribution 
systems. 

Mr. Brooks. That is pretty expensive; isn’t it? 

General Wixson. Ten thousand barrels is a pretty good size fuel 
facility. When we have as many as—well, many times a hundred 
jets operating off of there at one time, it takes a big supply of fuel to 
furnish them. 

Mr. Brooks. Are you going to fly out over the gulf? 

General Wixson. Yes, sir. We use that for gunnery, for rocketry, 
and we use the range there at Gulfport for dive bombing. 

Mr. Brooks. That is not the base that I flew down to with you to 
see ¢ 

General Wirson. No, sir; we landed at Meridian. 

Mr. Brooks. No, not Meridian. 

General Witson. Keesler ; yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Tell me, have you quit using Keesler ? 

General Witson. No, sir; that is an Air Force base. The runways 
at Keesler are not satisfactory for tactical jet operation, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. We had an Air Guard there. It came over from 
Texas. 

General Witson. No, sir, they were at Gulfport. There is only 8 
miles difference between the 2. 

Mr. Brooks. This is Gulfport ? 

General Wirson. This is Gulfport. 

Mr. Brooks. Are they there at this base ? 

General Witson. They are at this base, yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. Any objection to this item? If not, we will approve 
it. 

Hayward Municipal Airport, Hayward, Calif.; operational and 
training facilities, $113,000. 

General Witson. This is to repair the existing 6,750 foot by 50-foot 
taxiway with a 3-inch minimum overlay of macadam; provide new 
base material where necessary; and provide treatment to shoulders 
to prevent erosion. This is the rehabilitation of a taxiway that, if we 
don’t do it now, we will probably have to replace the whole thing in 
later years at a much greater cost. 

Mr. Brooks. If there is no objection to it, it is approved. 

Hensley Field, Grand Prairie, Tex.; operational and training fa- 
cilities, and supply facilities, $1,862,000. 

General Wiison. This is a package, Mr. Chairman, to replace the 
existing and inadequate facilities that we have had at Hensley Field 
for the past 5 years. I personally have been trying to rebuild the 
facilities at Hensley for several years, and it hasn’t been until we were 
able to get the necessary land at no cost to the Federal Government 
divided up properly that we could have a place to put our facilities. 

Mr. Brooks. Hensley Field is municipally owned ? 

General Wirson. No, sir. It is a naval station in which they have 
Naval Reserve, Air Force Reserve, and Air National Guard, along 
with some contractor operators using the field, sir. 
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Mr. Brooxs. This involves no purchase of land ? 

General Wizson. No, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. It is Government owned ? 

General Witson. Government owned. 

Mr. Brooxs. Any objection? If not, it is approved. 

Hubbard Field, Reno, Nev., operational and training facilities, and 
supply facilities, $159,000. 

General Wiutson. Here again, Mr. Chairman, this is to provide ad- 
ditional parking apron in an amount of 10,824 square yards, to pro- 
vide 220 by 100 base to the existing supply building, to construct 1 
bay addition to the motor service shop to match the existing facilities, 
and to construct a 300-foot addition to the present paint, oil, and 
dope building to meet our requirements there, sir. 

This is to modernize a present existing plant for the operation of 
the present equipment that we have there. 

Mr. Brooxs. Who owns this ? 

General Witson. This is on a 50-year leased land to the Federal 
Government. It is owned by the city of Reno, Nev. 

Mr. Brooxs. If there is no objection to the item, it will be ap- 
proved. 

Kellogg Field, Battle Creek, Mich.; operational and training fa- 
cilities, maintenance facilities, and utilities and ground improvements, 
$1,136,000. ' 

General Witson. Mr. Chairman, this is to replace a World War II 
inadequate type hangar with the standard Reserve type hangar, to 
install a motor service shop, and to hard surface and pave the area 
and put in the necessary security fencing. 

Mr. Brooxs. Who owns that ? 

General Witson. This land is owned by the city. It is leased to the 
Federal Government on a 50-year lease for $1 a year, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. If there is no objection to that item, it is approved. 

Kirtland Air Force Base, Albuquerque, N. Mex.; operational and 
training facilities, and supply facilities, $570,000. That is an Air 
Force base ? 

General Witson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. I remember when we provided for it. 

General Witson. This is to provide an additional 30,300 square 
yards of aircraft parking to meet the necessary requirements. This is 
the first unit in the guard that has been equipped with the 100 series 
Super-Sabre aircraft. This is our first unit to be equipped with the 
latest first-line aircraft that the Air Force has given to us. 

Mr. Brooks. This provides concrete, 30,000 square yards ? 

General Wixson. 30,300 square yards, yes, sir, plus a rocket storage 
building to store the necessary rockets and armament to be fired from 
the new aircraft, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. If there is no obection, this item is approved. 

Martinsburg Municipal Airport, Martinsburg, W. Va.; operational 
and training facilities, $123,000. 

General Witson. This is to construct a control tower and to estab- 
lish a barrier for the jet aircraft. This is a part of our overall long- 
range plan. We completed the runway extension and the other build- 
ings approximately last year, and this is another phase to phase in 
with the jet aircraft. 

Mr. Brooks. This is owned by the city ? 
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General Witson. This is owned by the city on a 50-year lease for 
$1 a year to the Government. 

Mr. Brooks, And we are putting in these facilities ? 

General Wixson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. If there is no objection to that item, it is approved. 

O’Hare International Airport, Chicago, Ill.; operational and train- 
ing facilities, $1,099,000. 

General Witson. Here we are replacing a hangar that has been con- 
demned for the past 2 years, and replacing an arresting barrier for 
the operation of jet aircraft on the long runway, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. That is owned by the city of C hicago ¢ 

General Witson. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. That will take the whole item of $1,099,000 ? 

General Wiison. Yes, sir, that’s right. 

Mr. Brooxs. Is this a major training facility ? 

General Witson. Sir, we have a wing and an Air Defense Group 
with an Air Defense Squadron located at O'Hare. 

Mr. Brooks. If there is no objection, the item is approved. 

Ontario International Airport, Ontario, Calif.; operational and 
training facilities, $127,000. 

General Witson. This, sir, is to provide an expansion to the exist- 
ing ramp of 12,850 square yards to meet the requirement for the op- 
eration of a full ‘squadron of jet aircraft. 

Mr. Brooks. That is owned by the city ? 

General Wixson. It is owned by the city of Ontario on a 50-year 
lease to the Federal Government for $1 a year. 

Mr. Brooks. How large a place is Ontario, Calif. ? 

General Witson. Ontario, I imagine, would run close to a quarter 
of a million people. You can hardly ‘tell when you leave Ontario 
to get into Los Angeles. 

Mr. Brooks. It is a suburb of Los Angeles ? 

General Witson. Yes, sir, it is a suburb of Los Angeles. It is 
located about 25 to 30 miles east of the heart of Los Angeles. 

Mr. Brooks. There is no objection to this item, I am sure. It is 
approved. 

Portland Municipal Airport, Portland, Oreg.; supply facilities and 
maintenance facilities, $233,000. 

General Wixson. This is to construct a 20,000 square-foot supply 
and armament storage building, and also to construct the standard 
motor service shop to complete the facility requirement that we have 
at the present time for Portland, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. If there is no objection to that item, it is approved. 

Rosecrans Field, St. Joseph, Mo.; operational and training facili- 
ties, and supply facilities, $123,000. 

General Wi1son. This is to provide a crash truck station and to 
provide an addition of 8,000 square feet to the present supply build- 
ing, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. What do you mean by a crash truck station ? 

General Witson. That is where we have our O. & T. fire trucks to 
maintain the safety of flying on the area, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. You mean a building that will house these trucks? 

General Wiison. Yes, sir, it is a building to house these trucks, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. $123,000. If there are no objections, it is ordered. 
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San Juan International Airport, San Juan, P. R.; supply facilities, 
$70,000. 

General Wizson. This is to construct a rocket storage building for 
the operation of the San Juan unit, which has been “just converted 
from the machinegun type equipped aircraft to the 68D, which is a 
rocket tiring aircraft, sir. And it has to have special handling type 
facilities. 

Mr. Brooxs. You got this on the municipal airport ? 

General Wirson. Yes, sir. That is at Isle Grande Airport. 

Mr. Brooxs. Do you have a satisfactory lease with them ? 

General Wiison. Yes, sir. It isa normal lease. 

Mr. Brooxs. A dollar a year ? 

General Wirson. Yes, sir; a dollar a year. 

Mr. Brooks. If there is no objection to the item, it is approved. 

Sky Harbor Airport, Phoenix, Ariz.: Operational and training fa- 
cilities, $655,000. 

General Wison. This is to provide a 6,000-foot by 75-foot taxiway, 
to complete the parallel taxiway to the instrument runw ay system at 
Sky Harbor; and also to put in an arresting barrier. This unit has 
now been converted to the F-86-D all-weather fighter interceptor. It 
is on a 5-minute runway alert for the Air Defense Command every 
day, and to adequately meet its mission we have to come in and put the 
runway in, similar to what we were doing, Mr. Ducander, at Honolulu. 

Mr. Brooxs. This is being done on the municipal airport, but it is 
required for our particular training ? 

General Witson. Our particular purposes ; yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. And not for the use of municipal nec essities ? 

General Wirson. That is correct. 

Mr. Brooxs. If there is no objection to the item of $655,000, it is 
approved. 

Standiford Field, Louisville, Ky.: Operational and training facili- 
ties, and administrative facilities, $715,000. 

General Witson. One part of that, sir, is to strengthen 5,000 feet of 
the original runway to meet our requirements for the heavier B-57 
type jet aircraft that is being assigned, and it is to construct a wing 
group operation and training building of 26,600 square feet. 

This will complete the construction requirement at Standiford, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. This is a permanent facility on a municipal airbase. 

General Wirson. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Tell me this, sir: How many reservists do you train at 
that base ? 

General Wirson. At that base there is a total of 117 officers and 806 
airmen. 

Mr. Brooks. So you train nearly 1,000 there? 

General Wirson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. That seems to be a proper item. If there is no objection, 
that will be approved. 

Theodore F. Green Airport, Providence, R. I.: Operational and 
training facilities, $213,000. 

General Witson. For about 5 years. Mr. Chairman, I have been try- 
ing to construct an adequate ramp at Theodore F. Green, and T finally 
have gotten the necessary land made available to us for construction 
during fiscal year 1959, and this is to construct a 21,500-square-yard 
ramp space. 
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Mr. Brooks. 21,500 square yard what ? 

General Witson. Parking apron, sir, to park the aircraft. 

Mr. Brooks. You say the land has already been provided. By 
whom ? 

General Witson. Provided by the city to the guard, placed on a 
50-year lease for a dollar a year, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. How many acres ¢ 

General Wirson. We have altogether on Theodore F. Green, both 
on the airport and across the road that is made available to us ‘about 
26 acres, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. We get that for a dollar a year? 

General Wison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. That is certainly satisfactory. We will approve that 
item if there is no objection. 

Travis Field, Savannah, Ga.; housing facilities, housing supply 
facilities, and utilities, $317,000, 

General Wuson. This again, Mr. Chairman, is a permanent field- 
training site; but it also has an Air Guard unit stationed on it the 
year round located at this field. We are proposing in this to replace 
17 of the old World War II temporary type barracks with 17 of our 
standard barracks, which each one of them composes 2,080 square feet. 
It is the same barracks that we have used at all of our permanent 
training sites, very inexpensive. 

Mr. Brooks. You are building barracks on your permanent training 
sites ? 

General Witson. Yes, sir. They are shelters, you might say. They 
are four walls on a concrete slab with a roof on it, no windows in it. 

Mr. Brooks. But men can stay there overnight? 

General Witson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. During the training period. 

General Witson. During the training period, yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Are you going to use that for 2 weeks’ training? 

General Witson. There will be over 8,000 men training there dur- 
ing the year, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. How many of these major training bases do you have ? 

General Wirson. I have 8 of them, sir; 7 of them are located on 
joint civil-military bases; one is located on Otis Air Force Base, 
Mass., sir. 

Mr. Brooks. You don’t have one for each State? 

General Wirson. No, sir. We consolidate. They are too expen- 
sive to do that. So we have them where we combine the training to- 
gether, and with the 24 wings we have, it averages out about 3 com- 
plete wings a year will go to each one of these bases. 

Mr. Brooxs. The States are satisfied with that arrangement ? 

General Witson. Very happy with it. 

Mr. Brooxs. If there is no objection, this item is approved. 

Various locations: Runway arrestor barriers, $300,000. We have 
already provided for a good many of those. 

General Wirson. Yes, sir. Those were in particular line items. 
These are grouped together, since they are very small, with an esti- 
mated cost of $30,000 each. We expect to have—we know that the 
aircraft are going to be available in about 10 locations next year. One 
of the reasons we have asked you for this this way, instead of at. spe- 
cifie locations, Mr. Chairman, is because of the differential in cost. 
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For example, we estimate that each one will cost about $30,000 
apiece. But due to the location and how much of the runways they 
have to go under to get the controls to the tower, the cost can almost 
double the $30,000 in some; and some go down as low as $10,000. 

So we have asked for this to construct the barriers in this manner, 
sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. Do you have the locations available? Can you put 
them in the record ? 

General Witson. Yes, sir; we can give you the locations that we 
propose. 

Mr. Brooks. They are all in the back of the book, aren’t they ? 

General Wiuson. Yes, they are in the back of the book. Congrey, 
Columbia, S. C.; Detroit, Wayne Romulus, Mich.; Douglas Field, 
Charlotte, N. C.; Gowan Field, in Boise, Idaho; Greater Pittsburgh 
Airport, Pittsburgh, Pa.; Hancock Field, Syracuse, N. Y.; Newcastle 
County Airport, Newcastle, Del.; Tuscon Municipal Airport, Tuscon, 
Ariz.; and Tulsa Municipal Airport, Tulsa, Okla., sir. 

Mr. Brooks. That completes the list of these line items. While you 
are here, General, the rest of the bill relates to general provisions. 
If you wish to give us any further advice or help in reference to these 
general provisions, we will be glad to hear from you. 

General Wiuson. Mr. Chairman, could I submit these three to be 
added to the bill that we have been discussing, sir ? 

Mr. Brooks. Yes, that is right, before we finish. If you would, 
read what you have there, General. 

General Witson. This is Milford Point, Conn., an aircraft control 
and warning unit; total estimated cost is $336,717. We have been in 
a very inadequate facility there for 4 years. We are getting new 
equipment for the aircraft control and warning unit, and if they are 
going to continue in being, we have got to provide them some facili- 
ties, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. That is No. 1, sir? 

General Witson. That is No. 1, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. What is the next one ? 

General Wixson. The second one is Wellesley Aircraft Control and 
Warning Station, which General Harrison was discussing yesterday 
that is in his State, for a total of $318,400. It is an aircraft control 
and warning station, and it is a similar type, standard facility that 
will go at Wellesley, Mass. 

Wellesley College has furnished the land to the State, and they 
have given us a lease for 50 years for a dollar a year, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. And what is the final one? 

General Wirson. The next one is an extension of a ramp or park- 
ing area at Westchester County Airport, $105,000. 

Mr. Brooks. Westchester, Pa. ? 

General Wixson. No, sir; that is in New York, sir. That is to add 
10,500 square yards of parking to meet the requirement for the opera- 
tion of jet aircraft, sir. 

Mrs. St. Georce. How much was that again, General ? 

General Witson. That was $105,000. 

Mr. Brooks. My thought about these three—they are already ap- 
proved by the Congress, and the only thing is that the authorization 
runs out. My thought is that in this bill we ought to provide per- 
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haps in a separate paragraph an item to show we are not authorizing 
anew, but we are just merely extending the authorization. 

Mr. Ducander, that will look a little better on the floor. 

Mr. Ducanper. Mr. Chairman, I think the way you would prob- 
ably want to do it is to add these as separate items and then in the 
report explain—merely to maintain the legislative language. 

Mr. Brooks. We want to be able to show, if we can, that we haven’t 
increased these; but that this is merely continuing what we already 
have. 

Mr. Ducanper. Yes, sir; I understand. 

Mr. Brooxs. We will work that out. Do you have any other re- 
marks in reference to the rest of the bill? The Air National Guard, 
I see in the back of the bill, is provided with $11,976,000. 

General Witson. That will have to be amended, sir, to include this 
$700,000 that we have just talked about in these last three projects. 
sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. We will merely extend the authorization. It is not 
really authorizing anew. 

Mr. Ducanver. This will take the place of the other, though, will 
it not ? 

General Wixson. I already have the authorization for this year’s 
fund. But due to the language in section 4 “or funded from appro- 
priation made before the date of enactment of this act,” that actually 
would cancel that authorization. 

So that means either they have got to be added as another line item 
in the bill, or knock this out. 

Mr. Brooks. That, you say, is in section 4? 

General Witson. Page 11 of the bill, sir, lines 8 and 9. 

Mr. Brooks. We could amend this on page 12 there, could we not, 
to simply say, “Air Force National Guard of the United States, 
$11,976,000” and in addition, extending authorization for three items? 
Then we would leave the sum total the same. 

Mr. Ducanoer. I think this is something we can work out. I think 
it would be better to work it out on that basis because the money is 
available. It is not calling for new appropriations. 

General Witson. The money won't be available. 1 will have to use 
money I have in another appropriation because I have no carryover 
fund, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. It doesn’t look good for the program when we have to 
reappropriate money for the same purposes twice. 

General Witson. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. It looks like we are using more money than we are 
actually consuming. 

Are there any further statements or anything ? 

General Witson. No, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. If not, General, we do thank you very much for your 
appearance here. I want to comment, too, regarding the facility 
with which you are able to answer these questions. You have your 
answers right ready, and we appreciate that ability to give us what 
we need in the way of information. 

General Witson. Mr. Chairman, I am sold on this program. I 
believe in it, and I again want to thank this committee for all the 


help that it has given us. 
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Mr. Brooxs. Nobody has ever questioned your enthusiasm for your 
program. ‘Thank you very much, General. 

Monday afternoon I think we will be able to meet at about 2:30. 
At that time we will take up the two items that have been carried 
over, plus the general items that may form a matter of some con- 
troversy. We will have a short briefing from the Army and from 
the Defense Department. We can tell them what we are going to do 
in reference to extending the authorization on these three items of 
the National Guard. 

If there is no objection, we will adjourn until 2:30 Monday after- 
noon. 

(Whereupon, at 12 noon, the committee recessed, to reconvene Mon- 
day afternoon, 2: 30 p. m., June 9, 1958.) 


Howse or REPRESENTATIVES, 

CoMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
SuscommMirTreeE No. 1, 

Washington, D.C., Monday, June 9, 1958. 


The subcommittee met at 2:30 p. m., in room 313-A, Old House 
Office Building, Hon. Overton Brooks, chairman of the subcommittee, 
presiding. t 

Mr. Brooxs. The subcommittee will please come to order. 

At this time we would like—the subcommittee would like to hear 
from Brig. Gen. W. R. Shuler, Chief of Construction for the Army, 
in charge of logistics, 

There is no provision in the bill for the Army or the Army National 
Guard. 

If you will have a seat, General Shuler, the committee would like 
to hear from you. 

The Army seems to be having its problems, and one of your prob- 
lems is you have no program in this bill. 

General Sauter. Mr. Chairman, we have no request for new appro- 
priations, and that explains why, sir, we have no line items in the bill. 
But we do have a program for fiscal year 1959, which j is composed of 
projects previously authorized by the C ongress and funded with 
moneys appropriated in fiscal year 1958 and prior years and carried 
into fiscal year 1959. 

Mr. Brooxs. Now as I remember, General, when we reviewed this 
matter a year ago, we were very specific about the immediate need for 
the projects that were approved and authorized. And we reduced the 
total in the bill because we were afraid some of the projects would not 
be funded. 

Now you tell me you have money left over that has not been used. 

I think your statement, though, probably covers this situation. 

General Suuter. It does. 
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Mr. Brooks. If it does, just proceed, 

General Sauter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Chairman, with your permission, I would like to remind the 
committee that I appe: ared during March on this same subject, and at 
that time, I feel, sir, I gave the committee a comprehensive statement 
as to what our status was. 

I have updated that statement now to show the committee what 
changes have taken place. 

With your permission, sir, I would like to place the full statement in 
the record, but to brief you on the highlights, sir, in my opening state- 
ment, if that meets with your approval. 

Mr. Brooks. If there is no objection, the statement will go in the 
record. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


Mr. Chairman, I propose to make my presentation in the following manner: 
First, to describe how the Army establishes the requirements for con- 
struction necessary for the administration and training of the Reserve 
components ; 
Second, to give an accounting of the $244 million appropriated to the Army 
under the authorization of Public Law 783, 8ist Congress, as amended ; 
Third, to analyze our future construction requirements as we now know 
them ; and 
Fourth, to cover joint utilization of facilities by the several Reserve 
components. 

The long-range requirements for facilities are derived from the Reserve com- 
ponents troop program, which in turn is based on troop strengths approved by 
the Secretary of Defense and on plans for fighting future wars, as approved by 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff. This troop program is a listing of National Guard 
and Army Reserve units which the Army will mobilize in event of an emergency. 
The Department of Defense has given the Army revised long-range paid drill 
strengths for use in the development of long-range plans and programs in sup- 
port of the Reserve components. 

These revised troop strengths are well below those previously used and will 
affect our long-range facilities requirements. Although the revised treop struc- 
ture should be approved by the Secretary of the Army by July 1, 1958, it will 
be several months before an implementing plan, to include a stationing list 
based on the new troop distribution, can be developed. The Army, however, 
plans to utilize all adequate facilities, either existing or programed, under the 
revised troop structure. This policy is clearly outlined in the Plan for Re- 
organization of the Reserve Components of the United States Army, which is 
the Army Staff's instruction to field agencies for implementing the revised troop 
structure; the plan states: “Consistent with other governing considerations, 
implementation of this plan envisages that existent and programed facilities 
will be utilized to the maximum by the Reserve components.” 

Expenditure limitations imposed on the Army for fiscal years 1958 and 1959 
made it necessary to reduce the fiscal year 1958 program from the $55 million 
level approved by the Congress. Although there has now been a relaxation of 
these expenditure controls, the Army has not been allowed to request any “new 
obligational authority in the fiscal year 1959 budget under consideration. The 
fiscal year 1958 program is currently established at $35 million in direct obli- 
gations ($14 million for Army National Guard and $21 million for Army Re- 
serve). The carryover of funds into fiscal year 1959 ($48.1 million) will be 
utilized to accomplish a $40 million program in fiscal year 1959. The Army is 
condent that all of the facilities projects to be accomplished under cuntinuation 
of the authority of Public Law 7838, Sist Congress, as amended, are valid long- 
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range requirements for the reorganized Reserve components. ‘The funds avail- 
able for the two fiscal years 1958 and 1959 break down as follows: 


[Millions of dollars] 


j 
National Guard MCARF 
| 
| mariviee | SB ; ‘ | 
Armory (| Nonarmory Total USAR Total 
Oarryover from fiscal year 1957- - -- 6.3 6.1 | 12.4 15.7 28.1 
Appropriation, fiscal year 1958___-- .- ‘ 17.0 3.0 20. 0 35.0 | 55. 
Total funds available- 23.3 9,1 | 32.4 50.7 | 83. 1 
Direct obligations, fiscal] year 1958 3 -11.3 —2.7 | 14.0 —21.0 | —35.0 
Carryover from fiscal year 1948 12.0 6.4 18.4 29. 7 48.1 
Transfer of funds__....---- f . = 3.5 —3.5 0 0 | 0 
Funds available in fiscal year 1959 15.5 2.9 18.4 29.7 48. 1 
Direct obligations, fiscal year 1959 13.0 —2.0 15.0 —25.0 | —40. 0 
Carryover into fiscal year 196) 2.5 9 | 3.4 1.7 | 8.1 


Construction requirements for the Army Reserves are determined as follows: 

The Army Reserve units are allocated to the Army commanders who in turn 
“station” these units in towns and cities, where they establish there will be suffi- 
cient numbers of participating reservists to fill the units to authorized strengths. 
Based on facilities policies, construction standards, and space criteria published 
by Department of the Army, the Army commanders survey their facility re- 
quirements and developed plans for the stationing and housing of the Army 
Reserve units. The column on the left of this chart (chart No. 1) shows, as of 
June 30, 1957, the total number of existing Army Reserve centers. Of the 1,925 
centers, 1,788 are in leased and donated space, and 142 are standard design 
centers. The middle column represents facilities under construction or pro- 
gramed through fiscal year 1959 and those current assets that are adequate for 
continued use. The column on the right shows a total of 1,800 Army Reserve 
centers estimated to be required. There are 385 facilities constructed, under con- 
struction, or planned for construction, and 332 adequate leased and donated facil- 
ities, leaving 1,083 centers to be acquired after fiscal year 1959. The figure for 
“Planned acquisitions” shown in the column for “Total requirements” represents 
the estimated deficiency which must be provided in fiscal year 1960 and subse- 
quent years. 

The construction requirements for the National Guard are computed in a 
different manner. The Army does not assign National Guard units to the States 
The units are offered by the Army and accepted by the States. In accepting, 
the States must consider their capability to man, house, and train the offered 
units. This next chart (chart No. 2) gives the National Guard picture. The 
green area represents armories provided by the States without United States 
Government contributions. The red area represents those State-owned facili- 
ties constructed with United States Government and State-matching funds. 

On June 30, 1957, there were 2,726 National Guard armories existing. 2,089 
of these have been provided wholly by the States, and 637 have been provided 
in part with United States Government contributions authorized by Public Law 
783, S8ist Congress. The middle column indicates those armories existing or 
programed through fiscal year 1959 and those adequate for continued use. The 
column on the right represents estimated total requirements of 2,250. 

This chart indicates that of the ttoal estimated long-range requirement for 
2,250 National Guard armories, 916 were provided by the States without United 
States Government contributions; and 1,100 will be provdied for during the 
period fiscal year 1952-59 with United States Government contributions under 
Public Law 783, and an estimated 234 armories remain to be funded in fiscal 
year 1960 and future years. 

Standard designs have been prepared by the Army for those locations where 
new construction is required. These designs, including space criteria and con- 
struction standards, have been reviewed and accepted by the Department of 
Defense and the Bureau of the Budget. The States are not required to adhere 
to these designs. However, United States Government contributions to the 
States for National Guard facilities are based on approved space criteria and 
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construction standards. Where the States exceed these standard designs, they 
pay 100 percent of the applicable costs. 

In addition to armories, standard designs have also been prepared for non- 
armory facilities, including storage, administrative, maintenance, and outdoor 
training facilities. 

The next chart (chart No. 3) shows in the solid red bars the total dollar 
requirements of the National Guard and Army Reserve construction programs. 
The total requirements, based on the revised troop program, are estimated at 
$531 million, distributed $191 million to the National Guard and $340 million 
to the Army Reserve. The blue area represents funds appropriated totaling 
$244 million, distributed $139 million to the National Guard and $105 million 
to the Army Reserve. This chart dves not include: 

(a) An estimated $500 million State capital investment in National Guard 
facilities prior to enactment of Public Law 783. 

(b) State-matching funds. 

(c) $13.5 million appropriated for the Army Reserve in fiscal year 1950 prior 
to enactment of Public Law 783. 

The next chart (chart No. 4) shows the status, as of June 30, 1957, of the 
projects funded with the $244 million appropriated through fiscal year 1958. 
The National Guard Bureau has received $118 million for the construction of 1,100 
armories. As of June 30, 1957, 637, estimated cost $51 million, had been com- 
pleted ; 295, estimated cost 541 million, were under construction; and 168 (94 
in fiscal year 1958 and 74 in fiscal year 1959) are programed with available appro- 
priations. Similar data is also shown for the $21 million provided for approxi- 
mately 252 Army National Guard nonarmory projects. For the Army Reserve, 
$105 million have been provided under authorization of Public Law 783, 81st 
Congress, for construction of centers. As of June 30, 1957, 97, estimated cost of 
$29 million, had been completed ; 838, estimated cost of $26 million, were under 
construction and 160 (83 in fiscal year 1958 and 77 in fiscal year 1959) are pro- 
gramed within $46 million ($21 million for fiscal year 1958 and $25 million for 
fiscal year 1959) of available appropriations. 

The next chart (chart No. 5) shows the Army National Guard fund avail- 
ability and oblixations for fiscal year 1955 through fiscal year 1959. The green 
line represents cumulative appropriations, the red line represents obligations, 
and the blue line represents expenditures. Fiscal year 1955 obligations actuall) 
incurred were slightly over $19 million and the obligations for fiscal year 1950 
and fiscal year 1957 were nearly $29 million in each of the years. 

The chart and the budget justifications show estimated obligations of $14 
million for fiscal year 1958 and $15 million in fiscal year 1959. The program as 
now established will allow a carryover into fiscal year 1960 of approximately 
$3.4 million from funds appropriated through fiscal year 1958 for the Army 
National Guard. 

The next chart (chart No. 6) shows similar information for the Army Re- 
serve. The Army Reserve Carryover into fiscal year 1960, as shown on this 
chart, is estimated to be approximately $4.7 million. This carryover is required 
for commitments on work started in fiscal year 1959 and to permit continuation 
of design, land acquisition, and contract awards during the first quarter of 
fiscal year 1960 pending apportionment of fiscal year 1960 funds. 

Turning now to the matter of joint utilization, the next chart (chart No. 7) 
shows the National Guard picture. The column on the left represents the 
existing 916 State-owned armories, provided without United States Govern- 
ment assistance, that are considered adequate. Thirty-nine or 4 percent of 
these facilities are used by one or more of the other Reserve components. The 
column on the right represents the 9382 State-owned armories completed, or 
under construction, as of June 30, 1957, using in part United States Government 
funds. 

Of the 932 total, 430 or 46 percent are located in small towns where there 
are no Other Reserve components. Two hundred twenty-three projects, or 24 
percent, are for rehabilitation or modification of existing older, overcrowded 
armories and are not suitable for joint use. For 158 projects or 17 percent 
the impracticability of joint utilization has been approved by the Department 
of Defense. One hundred twenty-one projects or 13 percent are either used 
jointly or make provision for such future use. If we deduct the lower 2 groups, 
then 121, or 44 percent, of 279 locations are either used jointly or make plans for 
future joint use. 

Department of the Army policies require that maximum use be made of all 
existing facilities, including those of the other Reserve components, before new 
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construction will be requested. Each new project is examined at the local, 
State, Zone of Interior, Army, and departmental level to see if there are, in 
fact, any existing facilities that could be used or if the proposed project could 
be consolidated with one of the other Reserve components. 

The final review is made by the Reserve Forces Facilities Committee of the 
Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Properties and Installations). 
This committee consists of a representative of Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Properties and Installations), Assistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower, Per- 
sonnel, and Reserves), and each of the three military departments. The major 
mission of this committee is to provide the Secretary of Defense with recom- 
mendations of the development and implementation of Reserve components con- 
struction programs, including the practicability of joint utilization. 

The next chart (chart No. 8) shows similar data for the Army Reserve 
centers. ‘The column on the left represents the 1,783 centers in use as of June 
30, 1957, that were provided by funds other than those authorized by Public 
Law 783. These are primarily leased facilities or space provided rent free by 
the military services, other Government agencies, or by local communities. One 
hundred and eleven, or 6 percent, of these facilities are used jointly with one 
or more of the other Reserve components. The column on the right represents 
180 centers completed or under construction as of June 30, 1957, with funds 
authorized by Public Law 783. Thirty-six, or 20 percent, of these projects are 
8-unit (600 men) or larger, and, in accordance with Department of Defense 
policies, are not considered practicable for joint use. Twenty-nine, or 16 percent, 
are located where the other Reserve components have no construction require- 
ment. For 86 projects, or 48 percent, the impracticability of joint use has been 
approved by the Department of Defense. Twenty-nine projects, or 16 percent, 
do provide for joint use, If we deduct the lower 2 groups, then 29, or 25 percent, 
of 116 locations are either used jointly or make plans for future joint use. 

With me, to assist in providing any additional information you may desire, 
are Major General McGowen, Chief of the Army Division of the National Guard 
Bureau, and Major General Palladino, Chief, Army Reserve and ROTC Affairs, 
of the Department of the Army. This concludes my statement, Mr. Chairman. 


use in the development of long-range plans and programs in support 


Mr. Brooks. I think perhaps we better do that, because there may 
be another quorum call. 

General Suuter. Yes, sir. Mr. Chairman, the Department of De- 
fense has given the Army revised long-range paid drill strengths for 
of the Reserve components. 

These revised troop strengths are well below those previously used 
and will affect our long-range facilities requirements. 

Expenditures limitations imposed on the Army for fiscal year 1958 
and fiscal year 1959 made it necessary to reduce the fiscal year 1958 
program from the $55-million level approved by the Congress. Actu- 
ally, we had to reduce it to 2 level of $27 million for execution, instead 
of the $55 million as authorized by Congress. That was because of 
the expenditure limitations placed upon us Army-wide. 

The fiscal year 1958 program is currently established at $35 million 
in direct obligations ; broken down, $14 million for the Army National 
Guard and $21 million for Army Reserve. 

I would like to state at this point, Mr. Chairman, that last March 
I told the committee that Secretary Brucker had asked the Secretary 
of Defense to restore the size of the fiscal year 1958 program to the 
$55-million obligational level as approved by the Congress, and had 
further asked that the fiscal year 1959 program be raised to the same 
level, that is, $55 million. 

You can note, sir, from my statement that what we got was a raise 
from the $27 million program that we were forced to cut to because 
of the expenditure limitations, to $35 million. So, for fiseal year 1958 


‘ 
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we are still $20 million under the Army request to be restored to the 
$55 million. 

The carryover of funds into fiscal year 1959, that is 48.1 million— 
and, of course, due largely to the reduction in the fiscal year 1958 
program level—will be utilized to accomplish a $40 million program 
in fiscal year 1959. 

So we now have an approved level, sir, of $40 million for fiscal 
year 1959, instead of the $55 million request that we sent to Depart- 
ment of Defense. 

I would like to refer, sir, to the first chart. 

May I ask a question off the record, Mr. Chairman? 

The column on the left of this first chart shows as of June 30, 1957— 
I am on the bottom of page 3—the total number of existing Army 
Reserve centers. 

Of the 1,925 centers, 1,783 are in leased and donated space and 142 
are standard design centers. 

The middle column represents facilities under construction or pro- 
gramed through fiscal year 1959 and those current assets that are 
adequate for continued use. 

The column on the right shows a total of 1,800 Army Reserve centers 
estimated to be required. 

There are 385 facilities constructed, under construction, or planned 
for construction, and 332 adequate, leased, and donated facilities, 
leaving 1,083 centers to be acquired after fiscal year 1959. 

This next chart gives the National Guard picture. 

The green area represents armories provided by the States without 
United States Government contributions. 

The red area represents those State-owned facilities constructed 
with United States Government and State matching funds. 

On June 30, 1957, there were 2,726 National Guard armories exist- 
ing; 2,089 of these have been provided wholly by the States and 637 
have been provided in part with United States Government contribu- 
tions authorized by Public Law 783, 81st Congress. 

The middle column indicates those armories existing or programed 
through fiscal year 1959 and those adequate for continued use. 

The column on the right represents estimated total requirements 
of 2,250. 

This chart indicates that of the total estimated long-range require- 
ment for 2,250 National Guard armories, 916 were provided by the 
States without United States Government contributions and 1,100 will 
be provided for during the period fiscal year 1952 through 1959 with 
United States Government contributions under Public Law 783, and 
an estimated 234 armories remain to be funded in fiscal year 1960 and 
future years. 

The next chart shows in the solid red bars the total dollar require- 
ments of the National Guard and Army Reserve construction program. 

The total requirements based on the revised troop program are esti- 
mated at $531 million, distributed $191 million to the National Guard 
and $340 million to the Army Reserve. 

The blue area represents funds appropriated totaling $244 million 
distributed $139 million to the National Guard and $105 million to the 
Army Reserve. 

The next chart shows the status as of June 30, 1957. 
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Of the projects funded with the $244 million appropriated through 
fiscal year 1958, the National Guard Bureau has received $118 mil- 
lion for the construction of 1,100 armories. 

As of June 30, 1957, 637, estimated cost $51 million, have been com- 
pleted ; 295, estimated cost $41 million, were under construction; and 
168—94 of these in fiscal year 1958 and 74 in fiscal year 1959—are pro- 
gramed with available appropriations. 

Similar data is also shown for the $21 million provided for ap- 
proximately 252 Army National Guard nonarmory projects. 

For the Army Reserve, $105 million have been provided under 
authorization of Public Law 783, 81st Congress, for construction of 
centers. As of June 30, 1957, 97, estimated cost of $29 million, have 
been completed; 83, estimated cost of $26 million were under con- 
struction; and 160, broken down 83 in fiscal year 1958 and 77 in fiscal 
year 1959, are programed within $46 million of available appro- 
priations. 

The next chart shows the Army National Guard fund availability 
and obligations for fiscal year 1955 through 1959. 

The green line represents cumulative appropriations. The red 
line represents obligations. And the blue line represents expendi- 
tures. 

Fiscal year 1955 obligations actually incurred were slightly over 
$19 million, and the obligations for fiscal year 1956 and 1957 were 
nearly $29 million in each of the years. 

The chart and the budget justifications show estimated obligations 
of $14 million for fiscal year 1958 and $15 million in fiscal year 1959. 

The program as now established will allow a carryover into. fiscal 
year 1960 of approximately $3.4 million from funds appropriated 
through fiscal year 1958 for the Army National Guard. 

The next chart shows similar information for the Army Reserve. 

The Army Reserve carryover into fiscal year 1960, as shown on 
this chart, is estimated to be approximately $4.7 million. 

This carryover is required for commitments on work started in 
fiscal year 1959 and to permit continuation of design, land acquisi- 
tion and contract awards, during the first 3 months of fiscal year 1960, 
pending the apportionment of fiscal year 1960 funds. 

Mr. Chairman, I have with me this afternoon representatives from 
the Chief of the Army Division of the National Guard Bureau, and 
from the Chief, Army Reserve and ROTC Affairs, and this concludes 
the briefing of my statement, sir, and I stand ready to give the com- 
mittee any information desired. 

Mr. Brooks. Suppose the committee would place in the bill an item 
covering additional construction for the Guard and the Reserve. Has 
the Army any program at all that would be needed or would be 
available in the event that this were done? 

General Suurer. Well, Mr. Chairman, the Army has submitted to 
the Department of Defense—and I understand that they are under a 
request from this committee to submit to this committee—we have 
submitted 125 percent in dollar amounts of projects of the total moneys 
appropriated which we have available to carry out the fiscal 1958 and 
1959 program, and that is $83 million. 

So we have projects submitted which have already been consulted 
with the Congress and approved, of 125 percent times $83 million. 
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We have enough money, sir, to do our programs, both in fiscal 1958 
and 1959, under the levels I gave the chairman. 

Now, as I understand it, sir, you have asked me if these levels—if 
the level for fiscal year 1959 were raised, would we have needed ar- 
mories that would be in the right location, in the right size for proper 
use—is that what you asked me, sir? 

Mr. Brooks. That is right. 

General Suuter. Mr. Chairman, I would say that we could come up 
with armories which because of their high participating strength we 
could be fairly certain would fit the final troop structure, but I must 
point out in all justice, sir, that the troop structure is not yet finalized. 
We should know exactly where the unit is going to be, its physical loca- 
tion, and we should know the size of that unit, in order to absolutely 
guarantee that any specific armory would be exactly the one which 
should be built with the money. But I do feel—— 

Mr. Brooks. Let me ask you this: Did you present the program to 
the committee last year ? 

General Suuter. Yes, sir; I did. 

Mr. Brooxs. And you presented a program which would have called 
for $55 million in construction for the Reserve, isn’t that right ? 

General Sucuter. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Now, was all of that program needed by the Army at 
once ¢ 

General Suuter. Mr. Chairman, that is a little complicated, for 
this reason—— 

Mr. Brooks. Now, we have the record of last year. 

General SHuuer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. It is there. 

General Suuter. I realize that, sir. 

Last year, sir, as you will recall—up until last year and last year 
we presented our requirements based on the Reserve forces plan 1-54. 

Under that plan the paid participating strengths of the Guard and 
Reserve were almost double what the ceiling is as given to us by the 
Department of Defense. I am talking now, sir, about the 630,000 
total. 

We told this committee at that time, that there would be some reduc- 
tion in our requirements because of this reduction in strength, that 
we could not tell you then, sir, what it was, but that we would study 
it and report to you as I recall, sir, by the end of calendar year 1957. 

We fully intended to do that, and as you know, sir, things have 
been somewhat delayed on getting the force structure finalized. 

Mr. Brooks. Did you need the $55 million last year? 

General SHuter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. You needed it for Army Reserve construction ? 

General Suuter. And National Guard; yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. And guard? 

General Suuer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. That was needed at that time ? 

General Suuter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Now, it hasn’t been spent. 

Now, is that due to a cutback in the program or is that due to your 
unwillingness to proceed with what-is needed ? 
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General Suuter. It certainly is not due to the latter, Mr. Chairman. 

It has strictly been on account of the expenditure limitations placed 
on the Army, which caused a slowdown in obligations which would 
later result in expenditures. 

We naturally, sir, since the Secretary of the Army requested the 
restoration of the program for both years to $55 million, we naturally, 
sir, feel that we can do programs of that size and build legitimate 
facilities that are needed. 

Mr. Brooks. If you needed all of that last year, do you need any 
additional money for this year? You are not recommending any, 
are you? 

General Suvuter. I don’t know how the Department of Defense and 
the Bureau of the Budget would feel about that. So I don’t believe 


I 





Mr. Brooxs. How about the way the committee feels about it, too! 
General Suuter. May I say this, in answer to your statement, sir? 
Mr. Brooks. Yes. 

General Suuter. If the program were raised for fiscal 1959 to $55 
million as against the $40 million level we now have approved for the 
Army to carry out, we would need additional appropriations, by 
roughly the difference between the two figures. 

Mr. Brooks. You have a program of $40 million for next year, but 
that is already money that was previously appropriated for you. 

General Suuter. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. It will mark no new appropriation for this coming 
year. 

General Suuter. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. When we go before the House, the first thing the 
Members of the House are going to ask is, “Why is it there is no 
provision for the Army and the Army National Guard in this bill?” 
And our answer can only be that the Army didn’t ask for anything. 

General Sucrer. That is not correct, sir. We did ask for an ad- 
ditional program, but the Department of Defense and the Bureau 
of the Budget marked it down to the way it is in the bill. 

Mr. Brooks. You didn’t ask the committee for any money, then, 
put it that way ? 

General Suuter. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. And that is in the face of the fact that the governors 
came before this subcommittee and every single one of them pleaded 
for a pushing up of the program of National Guard armory con- 
struction. You are familiar with that? 

General Suuter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. Because I think you were here at the time. It was 
headed by the Governor from Ilinois, who was chairman of the 
governors’ conference. 

Have you any questions? 

Mr. Winsreap. Do I understand this $55 million—is that just 
for construction of armories for the Reserve and the National Guard ? 

General Siruter. Yes, sir; that is essentially what it is, except we 
must. include, sir, the nonarmory projects which the National Guard 
builds. 

Mr. Winsteap. What amount would that cover? 
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General Suuter. That is . small percentage, sir, of the program. 
It usually amounts to 10 or 15 percent of the total amount of money 
the National Guard gets. 

Mr. Wixsreap. You referred to drill pay. But no drill pay is 
invelved in this amount of money. 

General Suuver. No,sir. This is strictly construction, sir. 

Mr. Winsreap. Now, as you reduce—well, of course, you haven’t 
reduced it yet. I believe we hadn’t reached it. The recommendations 
cut you some. We don’t know what we will end up with here. As 
you reduce the Regular force, is it the plan to also reduce the Reserve 
forces in proportion { 

General Suuter. Sir, I don’t believe I am qualified to answer that 
question. 

Mr. Winsteap. The only thing that worries me on that: A few 
years ago when we were fighting ‘for the Reserve Act the whole argu- 
ment all the way through was we hoped we could get to reducing 
the Regular forces by increasing the Reserves. It seems to me the 
program is being reduced all the way down, the Reserve, National 
Guard, and ever ything else, in proportion to the Regular forces. But 
that is not in your field. But this $55 million is largely for armory 
construction ? 

General Suuter. That is right, 

Mr. Winsreap. That is all. 

Mr. Brooks. Mr. Fisher—— 

Mr. Fisuer. In other words, that is what you are wanting, an 
additional authorization of $55 million for National Guard and 
Reserve armory construction ¢ 

General Suuuer. Mr. Fisher, I can’t say yes to that question. But 
I can say this: Mr. Brucker has requested of the Department of De- 
fense th: at the program for both fiscal year 1958 and 1959 be raised 
to the $55 million level from the level at which it is now specified. 

(For your information, sir, again those levels are $35 million for 
1958 and $40 million for fiscal 1959.) 

Now, the Secretary of the Army has requested this raise, and we 
did not get it, although we got a partial raise to the figures I just 
cited, because we were below these amounts when he made the request. 
So that, sir, is the best answer I can give to your question. 

Mr. Wrnsreap. Mr. Chairman, if I understand correctly, he has 
made himself clear. He is not in position to request it, but he has 
made it definitely clear that was the original request of the Secretary 
of the Army. 

General Suvuter. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Wrinsreap. For this amount. But since it has been set by the 
Defense Department, you are really in no position at this time to come 
here and request that we up it above the figures that have been set. 

General Suuter. That is exactly right, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Here is the situation that is presented to us: 

We have a bill here to authorize funds for reserve military con- 
struction and National Guard construction. We provide in this bill 
for additional Navy construction and additional Air Force construc- 
tion for the reserves and additional Air National Guard construction, 
but there is not one penny in this bill to authorize any construction 
inthe Army Reserve or the Army National Guard. 
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Now, the reason they give for that is this, that last year we au- 
thorized $55 million, that 3 you got the $55 million, and then the budget 
sent the word out you should not spend more than $27 million. 

In other words, they cut it in half and said, “You spend half - x” 

Now, they say in effect, “You will live on the fat for this year, we 
will allow you to spend the additional sums you already have Seales. 
priated by C ongress last year.” 

The question in the mind of the committee is this: Do you have a 
program which if the committee placed money in the bill for the Army 
Guard and the Army Reserve—do you have a program which could 
be used as a line item program for the construction of, say, five or ten 
million dollars in armories? 

General Suuter. We could submit such a program to the Depart- 
ment of Defense; yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. Can you submit it to the Congress? 

General Suter. If you ask a eo it, yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. I am asking. ad the question back. I thought it 
was plain. I wasasking for it. 

Mr. Ducanper. I called the Department. this morning and asked 
that it be submitted. 

Mr. Brooxs. Never mind reading the question. 

Can you submit it, General ? 

General SHuter. Yés, sir; we can submit it. 

Mr. Wrwnsteap. Mr. C thairman, do you have armories already sub- 
mitted and approved, for the National Guard particularly, by the 
States and by the Army, that would cover this portion of the $55 mil- 
lion that you are talking about, that has already been approv ed by the 
States and by the Army itself, or how many projects do you have that 
have already met the requirements and been approved by the St: rtes 
and by the Army and submitted to the Defense Department that is not 
covered in this $40 million appropriation ? 

General Suuter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Winsteap. In other words, you have sufficient number of troops 
to take up the maximum that you would spend if you were granted the 
$55 million by the States and by the Army at this particular time. 

General Suuter. Yes, sir; provided the United States Army Re- 
serves is fitted into there, too. 

Mr. Winsteap. Yes. 

General Suuter. So the two of them took up the difference. 

Mr. Winsteap. It would cover both? 

General SHuter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Winsteap. If it was out. 

General Suuter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Wrnsteap. Another question, too. General, it was proposed to 
reduce the Reserve by 30,000 and the Guard by 40,000. Is that the 
reason there is a cutback in this construction program ? 

General Suuter. No,sir. I would say, Mr. Chairman, from the best 
of my understanding—and I sincerely believe this to be correct— 
that in comparing 700,000 total with 630,000 for paid drill purposes, 
it wouldn’t make any difference in the number of armories, because it 
would only mean that you would have fewer people aboard in the units. 

In other words, you have the same unit structure, as I understand it. 

Therefore, I don’t think the armory requirements are any different 
for those two figures. I am quite sure they aren’t. 
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Mr. Brooxs. But if you had an armory requirement that was near 
the border line, it might be pushed over as not being required. 

General Suuxer. That could happen if you went down below the 
50 Eas ent aboard. That could throw some of them out. 

r. Wrnstrap. As I understand 

Mr. Brooks. If he may finish his answer. You don’t think that per- 
sonnel reduction had a thing to do with the reduction in the armory 
program ? 

General Suuxer. The reduction from 700,000, to 630,000 doesn’t, but 
certainly the reduction from the paid strength under RFP 1- 54, from 
something like 1,257,000 down to 630 ,000—that certainly has an effect. 
in reducing the number of armories that are required. 

Mr. Brooks. Has that been the reason that has brought about this 
reduction ? 

General Suuter. That is what has brought about the reduction, sir, 
in the figures that I have given the committee today and the ones that 
I gave them in past years over here, because those were based on the 
Reserve Forces lan 1-54 strength and not on the 6: 30,000. 

Mr. Brooks. Your figures given us today are based on what ? 

General SHuLer. They are » based, sir, on the ceiling of 630,000 paid 
drill strength that the Davaienant of Defense has given the Depart- 
ment of the Army. 

Mr. Brooxs. Under your figures given us today, there is need for 
considerably more construction in the Army program, even under 
the 600,000. 

General Snuter. That is exactly right, sir. 

I can refresh your memory. 

Mr. Brooxs. If you will. 

General Suvuter. Sir, by telling you that under this strength, of 
630,000, there is a need ose’ $287 million to finish both the programs. 
And that is broken down $ 2 million for the National Guard and $235 
million for the United States Army Reserve. 

I would like to say at this point, sir, out of fairness to the National 
Guard—and I don’t know whether General McGowan—I see him im 
the back of the room. 

Mr. Brooks. Yes. 

General Suuter. I must state, as I did in March before this com- 
mittee, that there is an honest difference of opinion between the Army 
and General McGowan’s office on the total remaining requirement for 
armories for the National Guard. And I believe that General Mc- 
Gowan can speak to that, sir, when you desire. 

But we have figured what we think is the requirement, sir. 

And actually the difference is 530 armories. 

We feel that the total requirement for armories is 2,250 for the 
guard, and they feel it is2,780. ‘That, of course—— 

Mr. Brooks. A difference of 500. 

General Suuter. Sir? 

Mr. Brooks. A difference of 500, roughly. 

General Suuter. Five hundred and thirty. And if you cost that 
out, it amounts to $93 million of Federal participation. 

So there is quite a difference. 

We have done it honestly, sir, and I am sure they figured theirs 
honestly, but it is a different approach on both sides, sir. 
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Mr. Brooks. That shouldn’t enter into the present situation because 
you both come up here and make a case to show that you need more 
armory construction, whether it be the Guard figures or your figures. 

General Suvuner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. Youstill need more money. 

General Suuter. I just wanted to be fair to the guard people by 
acknowledging that there is this difference of opinion on the remain- 
ing deficit for National Guard armories, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Any further questions ¢ 

Mr. Fisuer. No. 

Mr. Wriysteap. No. 

Mr. Brooks. Thank you very much, General Shuler. We appre- 
ciate your explanation very much. 

General Suuter. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Who is next ? 

Mr. Ducanper. Well, you could hear General McGowan on the 
needs of the National Guard Bureau. 

Mr. Brooxs. General McGowan, could you come forward, sir? 

General McGowan, we have a short statement here in referenve to 
H. R. 12369. 

We are rushed a little bit for time. So if you will proceed, we will 
appreciate it very much. 

neral McGowan. Mr. Chairman, I am very happy to appear again 
before the committee. With me is our Colonel Taylor, the C ‘omptroller 
of the Army Division ; Colonel Kibler, who succeeded Colonel Mc- 
Cormick a year ago, is in charge of Army National Guard construc- 
tion; and Colonel Kenyon from his shop. 

I have three charts which quickly, with your permission, would 
illustrate the Army National Guard construction requirements and 
capability. 

By June 30, 1957, the 932 armories shown in red were constructed 
or placed under contract. During the last of June of fiscal 1958, as 
shown by the red horizontal line, 94 more will be placed under contract 
this fiscal year. 

The deficit is 838 to be constructed in fiscal 1959 forward, as shown 
in the hatched red. 

The next chart shows the $134 million of appropriations that are 
still needed to complete the armory construction deficit just shown. 

This chart shows in blue the estimated Federal contribution of 
$249 million to meet the construction costs as were originally estimated 
in 1952. 

The gray bar shows the appropriations including fiscal 1958 made 
available by the Congress, of $115 million. 

And the red bar shows the remaining estimated required appropria- 
tions, of $134 million to construct the deficit. 

Now, chart 5, the third and last chart, shows our armory construc- 
tion performance from fiscal 1953 through fiscal 1957 of actual 
obligations. 

The fiscal 1958 bar shows obligations of $11.8 million to which the 
Army National Guard has been limited and the fiscal 1959 bar shows 
the $13 million limitation for next fiscal year. 

While I was out of town we received a request from your commit- 
tee, Mr. Chairman, in connection with House Resolution 12369, and 
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I am prepared to submit an Army construction program in response 
to your request for the Army National Guard, for your consideration. 

The armory projects included have been requested from the adju- 
tants general of the States. They meet the requirement of the De- 
partment of Defense criteria as to unit strength. And they meet the 
requirement of a continuing need in the new force structure of the 
Army National Guard, in our judgment. 

The urgency of adequate logistical and maintenance facilities is 
also of concern to the States, although it is habitual to speak only of 
armory construction. 

I am aware of this committee’s interest in providing these essential 
facilities for the Army National Guard and therefore a nonarmory 
program has been attached to this letter addressed to the committee, 
sir, in the amount of $3 million for your consideration and whatever 
action you desire to take. 

That concludes my statement, sir. 

(The prepared statement of General McGowan follows:) 


Mr. Chairman, gentlemen, I welcome the opportunity to report on the scope of 
the National Guard construction program, the construction progress to date, 
and future requirements, by project and by dollar requirements for armories 
and other facilities. I would first like to cover the armory requirement. I 
have several charts that I will use to illustrate our armory construction program. 

Chart No. 1—This chart shows the number of units and strengths of the 
National Guard prior to World War II, and compares them with the number of 
units and strengths projected to June 80, 1958. The growth depicted on this 
chart was the factor which necessitated a federally supported National Guard 
urmory.construction program. The bars on the left reflect the S0-percent in- 
crease in the number of units, and the bars on the right show the 100-percent 
increase in strength. 

Maj. Gen. Kenneth F. Cramer, then Chief, National Guard Bureau, stated 
in testimony before the Senate subcommittee of the Committee on Armed Services 
on March 23, 1949, that in surveying existing State-owned armories, approxi- 
mately 1,000 were then considered adequate, and 500 more required rehabilitation 
and expansion. About 1,500 new armories were required to be built in a future 
armory construction program, bringing the estimated total armory requirement 
to approximately 3,000 structures. 

Chart No. 2.—Further studies incident to a federally supported armory con- 
struction program resulted in only slight modification of the initial require- 
ment established by the early surveys. Accordingly, 2,780 was set as the total 
armory requirement. Since that time, units have increased by 750, located in 
400 additional communities. Today’s units are found in 2,600 small communities 
throughout the Nation and only to a limited degree in the large cities. Nine 
hundred and sixteen of the existing State-owned armories were considered ade- 
quate, leaving 1,864 armories to be expanded or constructed as shown in blue 
on this chart. 

Chart No. 8—As of June 30, 1957, the 9832 armories shown in red were con- 
structed or placed under contract. During fiscal 1958, as shown by the red 
horizontal line, 94 projects are programed for construction. 

The deficit of S38 yet to be constructed from fiscal 1959 forward, is shown in 
hatched red. 

Cover.—Armory appropriations of $17 million for fiscal 1958 brought the 
total armory appropriation, fiscal 1952 through fiscal 1958, to $109 million, A 
transfer of $6 million from nonarwory to the armory program in fiscal 1957 
increased this availability to $115 million. Obligations through fiscal 1958 of 
$103.2 million will leave an unobligated balance in fiscal 1958 of $12 million to 
carry over into fiscal 1959. 

Chart No. 4.—One bundred and thirty-four million dollars remains to be ap- 
propriated by the Congress to complete the armory construction requirement. 

This chart shows in blue the estimated Federal coentribution of $249 million 
to meet the construction costs of the 1952 armory requirement. The gray bar 
shows that appropriations by the Congress to include fiscal 1958, and transfer 
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of funds, total $115 million. The red bar shows the remaining requirement of 
$134 million yet to be appropriated. 

Chart No. 5.—This next chart graphically portrays armory construction obli- 
gations from fiscal 1953 through fiscal 1959 under the provisions of the National 
Defense Facilities Act of 1950, as amended. Actual obligations are shown in 
solid blue and estimated obligations in hatched blue. The fiscal 1958 bar shows 
estimated obligations of $11.3 million and fiscal 1959, $13 million. 

Obligations have progressed from a low of $6 million in fiscal 1953 to highs 
of $26.2 million in fiscal 1956, and $26.7 million for fiscal 1957. 

The budget request does not provide for new obligation authority, but does 
provide for $13 million obligation authority from fiscal 1958 carryover funds, to 
construct 74 new armories and to provide for 23 additions to existing armories 
in fiscal 1959. Since only $12 million carryover funds are available from fiscal 
1958 into fiscal 1959 for armory projects, $3.5 million will be transferred from 
nonarmory to armory projects. This will support an additional $1 million obli- 
gation authority, and provide a carryover of $2.5 million to fiscal 1960. 

The nonarmory program includes construction and rehabilitation of logistical 
and training facilities. 

The appropriation for fiscal 1958 nonarmory projects was $3 million. Also 
available was a carryover of $6.1 million from fiscal 1957, for a total availability 
of $9.1 million in fiscal 1958, Obligations in fiscal 1958 for 25 projects are esti- 
mated at $2.7 million. This will leave an unobligated balance in the nonarmory 
program of $6.4 million to carry over into fiscal 1959. Three and one-half million 
dollars will be transferred to support armory construction, leaving an availability 
of $2.9 million for fiscal 1959. The fiscal 1959 request does not include new obliga- 
tion authority for nonarmory projects. There is a remaining $2 million obliga- 
tion authority for the construction of 21 nonarmory projects out of the $2.9 
million from the fiscal 1958 carryover. The remaining $900,000 will carry over 
into fiscal 1960. 

Mr. Brooxs. Now your charts and your statement is based upon 
what size National Guard ? 

General McGowan. On the presently programed National Guard of 
360,000, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Not based on the requirement of 400,000? 

General McGowan. No, sir. 

I would like to comment on a statement General Shuler made, which 
was that a reduction of 10 percent would, in practical fact, have little 
or no effect on the number or size of armories, since an armory built 
for 100 men would be required on the same basis for a unit of 90 men— 
reduced 10 percent, as it were. 

Mr. Brooxs. Do you concur in that statement ? 

General McGowan. I concur in that statement ; yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. So that substantially there would be no difference in 
your program whether it be for 400, 000 or 360,000 ? 

General McGowan. Not by reason of this projected 10 percent 
strength cut of the Army National Guard. 

Mr. Brooks. Mr. Winstead. 

Mr. Winsteap. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question, maybe a little 
off the subject ? 

If I understand the plan now, it is not to cut the units of the National 
Guard, but to cut the personnel; is that the new plan ? 

General McGowan. Well, Mr. Winstead, there will be some units 
combined and reorganized, and there will be some eliminated under 
the new troop structure as proposed. 

As you also know, it was a subject of discussion at the governors 
conference on the part of the Secretary of Defense and the Chief of 
Staff of the Army, and we are now studying, in the Army staff, pro- 
posals or a solution to the problem in the light of those discussions. 
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Mr. Winsreap. I am now wondering, myself, if you are going to 
reduce the personnel instead of the units, if we won’t come up with a 
whole bunch of units that just lacks that much of being adequately 
prepared in case of emergency. 

I know the argument goes on unit cut and on individual cut. 

General McGowan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Winsteap. But to me, regardless of how we talk about it, we 
may be cutting the efliciency as much or more than we would have 
under the other plan. I just wonder what your comment would be 
on that. I am just trying to get some information for my own satis- 
faction. 

General McGowan. There is a percentage of the table or organiza- 
tion strength of a unit below which no unit should be cut if it is to 
conduct remunerative unit training and possess at the end a real 
mobilization readiness. 

Mr. Winsteap. What is that percent ? 

General McGowan. Approximately 50 percent. It varies with the 
opinion of the person. 1 would say 50 to 55 percent would be the 
minimum strength, sir. 

Mr. Winsreap. There is- 

General McGowan. That is of the full table or organization 
strength. 

Mr. Wiysveap. Now, if I understand you correctly, what you are 
requesting here only reaches—well, you said that had nothing to do 
with the Army. But did I understand you to say $3 million is now 
what you are requesting that this committee put in the bill now? 

General McGowan. We have prepared a list at the request of the 
chairm: an of the committee, sir, of $20 million of armory construction 
and of $3 million of nonarmory construction, sir. 

Mr. Wixsteap. You mean 20 additional million to what the pres- 
ent 

General McGowan. Of authorization; yes, sir. 

Mr. Winsteap. Yes. 

General McGowan. The chairman of the committee did not request 
that we submit any nonarmory projects. I want to make that point 
clear. 

Mr. Wrinsreap. What would it cost you now to construct every proj- 
ect you have approved by the States and approved by the Army pend- 
ing before the Defense Department? What would the total cost be 
on that score ¢ 

General McGowan. We have before the Defense Department—we 
have approved by the Department of Defense approximately $13 
million additional for 1959—14.6. 

For fiscal 1959, and including a carryover into fiscal 1960, we have 
$20.7 million of approved projects, we will say, with Department of 
Defense, approved by the Department of Defense and the Armed 
Forces Committee of the Congress. 

Mr. Brooks. Is that both National Guard and Reserve? 

General McGowan. That is just the National Guard, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. Army National Guard? 

General McGowan. Army National Guard. 

Mr. Wrinsreap. What about the approvals by the States that has 
never been approved by the Army? Do you have very many of those 
now pending ¢ 
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General McGowan. We have many projects, sir, that the States still 
wish to build. We haven’t totaled that up. But I could better an- 
swer perhaps by stating that the legislatures have appropriated and 
have in hand for support approximately $35 million in matching 
funds, which indicates pretty accurately what the States have esti- 
mated the requirements are and what they are willing to back up with 
their own money. 

Mr. Winsteap. I believe that is all. 

Mr. Brooks. Any further questions ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Brooks. Thank you very much. 

General McGowan. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. General McGowan, you are going to give us that list ? 

General McGowan. Yes, sir; we have it right here. 

Mr. Brooxs. Put it in the record. 

General McGowan. We will give it to Mr. Ducander. 

Mr. Brooxs. Do you have copies enough to give to the members of 
the committee, as well as to the reporter? 

General McGowan. Yes, sir. 

(The list referred to is as follows :) 

DEPARTMENTS OF THE ARMY AND THE AIR FORCE, 
. NATIONAL GUARD BUREAU, 
Washington 25, D.C., June 9, 1958. 
Hon. OVERTON BROOKS, 
Chairman, Subcommittee No. 1, Armed Services Committec, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Mr. Brooks: The accompanying list of 142 armory projects totaling ap- 
proximately $20 million of Federal funds is in response to your committee’s 
request of June 6, 1958, in connection with H. R. 12369. 

Adequate logistical and maintenance facilities for the ARNG are also a neces- 
sity, and, realizing the interest of this committee in providing complete facilities, 
the National Guard Bureau is including with the above-requested list of armories 
a list of 17 nonarmory projects totaling $3,198,000. 

The facilities listed are in accord with the requests and priorities established 
by the adjutant general of the States involved with State matching funds and 
sites stated to be available. The individual projects, both armory and non- 
armory, have been reviewed for compliance with Department of Defense criteria 
and a continuing requirement under the new force structure of the Army National 
Guard and are all considered to be essential and eligible for Federal participation. 
Prior consultation action by the Armed Services Committees of the Congress is 
indicated on the lists for 52 armory and 9 nonarmory projects. None of the 
projects are in the carryover authorization lists being presented the Congress by 
the Department of Defense in accord with H. R. 12369. 

The opportunity of presenting the additional armory requirements for the 
consideration of your committee is deeply appreciated. The detailed analysis 
and basis of requirements are available and we are in a position to discuss the 
individual projects as you and your committee may desire. 

Sincerely yours, 


D. W. McGowan, 
Wajor General, Chief, Army Division. 
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KEY TO TYPE CONSTRUCTION SYMBOLS 


A —Addition. 


CFMS —Combined field maintenance shop. 
OMS -——Organizational maintenance shop. 
USP&FO OFF—United States property and fiscal officer, office. 


MVSB 
SH —Shop hangar. 


TESS Tank storage shed. 
TNG Training. 
WH Warehouse. 


Motor vehicle storage building. 


Army National Guard 


ARMORY CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS 


{In thousands of dollars] 


State and location 


Alabama 

Ashford 

Bridgeport 
Alaska: 

Bethel 

Fairbanks 

Juneau ! 

Ketchikan 

Sitka 
Arizona: 

Yuma 

Phoenix 
Arkansas: Little Rock (B 
California 

Hollister 

San Rafael (Fairfax) 

San Fernando 

Culver City 

Fontana ! 

Ventura 
Connecticut: New London 
Florida: Gainesville 
Georgia: 

Calhoun 

Eatonton 

Marietta 

Quitman 

Reynolds 


(8th and Elm Sts.)! 


Atlanta 
Hawaii: Keulakehua_. 
Idaho 

Rigby 


Preston 

Jerome 

Twin Falls 
Indiana: 


Valparsiso 
Tell City 
Iowa: Storm Lake ! 


Kansas: Yates Center 
Kentucky: Middleboro 
Maine 

South Portland 

Gardinet 

M illinocket 

Mace 

Belfast 


Brunswick 

Portland 
\iassachusetts 

Whitman 

South Boston ! 

Boston (Hyde Park) 

Agawan 

Saugua 
Michigan 
Minnesota 

Northwest St. Paul 

Minneapolis 

Duluth 

Stillwater 


Sturgis 


— RD 


_ 


| 


| Estimated 
Federal 


Type 


unit. ws 
do 


do 
unit and MVSB 
units plus 
unit 

do 


i unit, expansion 
2 units, expansion 
4 units plus and MVSB 
unit 
do 
do 
2 units, expansion 
1 unit 
do 
3 units plus 
unit. 
1 unit plus 
1 unit 
do 
do ide 
do 
2 units plus 
2 units 
2 units and MVSB 
1 unit 
do 
2 units plus 


1 unit 
do 
do 
1 unit and MVSB 
1 unit 
2 units plus, expansion 
1 unit, expansion 


do 
units, expansion 
unit, expansion 

do 
units plus, expansion 


te 


unit 

units 

units 

unit " 
do 

unit plus and MVSB 


—rmowoe 


do 
19 units, rehabilitation 
6 units, rehabilitation 
2 units plus, expansion. e 


' Approved by congressional consultation. 


20066—58—No. 85———8 


cost 


65 


260 


105 
115 
115 

38 
105 
115 
360 
120 


110 
90 
90 
90 
a0 
132 
145 


YD 


188 
188 
95 
93 


130 


210 
260 
270 
210 
210 


220 


130 


88 


37 








6976 


Army National Guard—Continued 


{In thousands of dollars] 








Estimated 
State and location Type Federal 
| cost 
Mississippi: | 
Ackerman..........--- 7 | lunit_- ‘ ‘ule 54 
Batesville. ........_. ; ‘ do.... ae: 54 
Ocean Springs__...._.-. hoseiaudicns cas : 54 
Missouri: Fredericktown... __...........----- | do 8 135 
Nebraska: Wahoe !________- ated pte lunit and MVSB.. | 115 
Nevada: Winnemucca. --- 4 bb 1 unit sean 110 
New Jersey: | | 
Hammonton !________- ale oe anionic ; foe 175 
ApS aE Sas : 175 
Preacetom §.............. aren | do 175 
kd ch nadine ceiwemne asiioaaniet | l unit, expansion----- 15 
New Mexico: | 
Espanola-_...........- asain eect h Bee as, | 57 
SE DE civ nwwmeine he do , 57 
Silver City.....-- 7 aol ; do 57 
Clayton- -_-- cieeenboes Pe sina 57 
New York: | 
Saranac Lake !___-- | 1 unit plus 300 
Patc>ogue !______- 2 units 375 
Catskill !___- ; 1 unit plus 300 
Smithtown !___ a ; 1 unit | 300 
North Carolina: | 
Smithfield .____- @e. «i. | 98 
Lasker- Woodland - - _- do | 103 
Shallotte . ; do | 95 
Rockingham !__. do : 98 
Wallace “ lo 95 
Nas'iville __. , do 98 
Kanna olis 1 unit plus | 109 
Ashe ville _- oe 1 unit 132 
Hendersonville !__- ‘ do 120 
Laurinburg._.. do 105 
Greensboro-- 5 units plus 357 
Lincolonton !_____- 1 unit 95 
Roseboro !_- do 98 
Belmont !_. do 98 
Farmville ! ; do Qs 
Ohio: 
Greenville. : l unit and MVSB 165 
Cincinnati !-- ; 5 units plus 300 
Caldwell- -- ; 1 unit plus | 135 
Oregon: Salem. -- 2 units- 161 
Pennsylvania: 
Chester___- 2 units plus__-- 206 
Bet! lehem _ - 2 units plus, expansion - 45 
~arlisle__. d 45 
Ligonier __-_-_-- 1 unit plus, expansion 45 
Puerto Rico: 
Mayaguez. 3 unit plus | 160 
Juncos-. F 1 unit. 38 
South Carolina: 
Belton l unit and MVSB 22 
Whitmire !- 1 unit 99 
Lake City '---- d 09 
Chesterfield ! do i) 
Clover !_- d | 99 
Batesburg !__- : do | 99 
Johnston ! ‘ : ee oka 99 
Pacolet Mills !__.- do 99 
St. George ! ; d 99 
South Dakota: Salem--. 1 unit plus 150 
Tennessee: 
Livingston ! 1 unit 91 
Oak Ridge '- 2 units 142 
Kingsport- 2 units plus 165 
Parsons... 1 unit 91 
Harriman --- do ‘ | 91 
Waverly ‘ do | 91 
Dayton do 91 
South Pittsburg do | 91 
New Bern do 91 
Camden do 91 
Fraaklin___- do | 91 
Waynesboro-.-_-_- do | 91 
Crossville... do 91 


! Approved by congressional consultation 
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Army National Guard—Continued 


Honey Grove ! 

Gainesville ! 

Houston No. 2 !_- 

Houston No. 1 !_. 

El Campo! 

Edna !_ 

Cuero. 

Dallas No. 5! 

Amarillo ! 

Belton !_. 

Texarkana '_ 
Vermont: Swanton ! 
Virginia: 

Richmond !_. 

Norfolk !_- 

Pulaski - 

Berryville ! 
West Virginia: 

Beckley 

Keyser - . 

Logan 

CGassaway - -. 

Weston _.. 

Clarksburg 
Wyoming: 

Lovell! 

Cody 


Total, 142 projects 


NONARMORY CONSTRUCTION 


Alaska 
Iowa 

Camp Dodge ! 

Do! 

Louisiana 

Camp Beauregard 

Do 

Maine: Augusta 
Mississippi: Camp Shelby 
Missouri: Jefferson City 
Montana: 

Kalispell_. 

Cilbertson !. 
New Hampshire: 
New Jersey: Tre 
North Carolina: Camp Butner ! 
South Carolixa: Columbia ! 
Tennessee: Nashville. 
Utah: Silt Lake City! 
Vermont: 


Anchorage ! 


Concord '. 
ton 


Burlington !_.__- «| 


Total, 17 projects 
| 


! Approved by congressional consultation. 


| 4 units plus---_.- 


| 4 units plus. ...-- 


| 1 unit____- 


| 2 units plus and MVSB 
| L unit. ; 


WH... 
| OMS 


{In thousands of dollars] 


Estimated 
Federal 
cost 


} Lunit_- 


1 unit plus-. 
4 units plus. -- 
6 units_- 
1 unit plus- - 
1 unit 

do... da , . 
2 units. - aise ‘ eh f 
23 
86 
153 
137 


1 unit- 
2 units_ 
1 unit- 


441 
441 
135 
135 


do 
LD... eaamiaeie 


200 
157 
189 
189 
189 
189 


do 
do 
do 
.do 


do 
do 


142 
142 


20, 065 


PROJECTS 


{In thousands of dollars] 


USP&FO and WH 


NVSS 
WH 


USP&FO and WH 


| CFMS 


USP&FO and WH 
CFMS 
USP&FO and WH, expansion 


| OMS... 


MVS8S 


|} USP&FO and WH 


SH 


USP&FO OFF and WH 


| C*®¥MS 


USP&FO and WH... 


Mr. Brooks. Now, we can proceed, if you will, Mr. Ducander, and 


read the bill. 


In the meantime, if we could have somebody from the Defense 


Department come forward there, we could ask questions as we read the 
bill. 

Mr. Ducanper. Mr. Deininger. 

Mr. Winsteap. Is this executive session ? 

Mr. Brooks. No; this is not an executive session. 


This is an open 
hearing. 
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General Shuler, do you have your list for the Army Reserve at this 
time that you could submit ¢ 

General Suvurr. Sir, I do not at this time, but General Palladino 
is here representing the Army Reserve, and I 

Mr. Brooks. Could he submit a list? 

General Suvwer. I feel, sir, that he has a statement that he would 
like to give the committee, and I believe it might involve the subject 
of additional projects, sir. He is here. 

Mr. Brooks. Creneral Palladino—is it / 

General Suuter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Just come forward, sir. Let us proceed. Do you have 
a statement to make to the committee, or one that you want to file 4 

General Patiapino. We have a statement, Mr. Chairman, we would 
like to file for the committee, and we can answer any questions. 


STATEMENT By MAJ. Gen. RALPH A. PALLADINO, CHIer, UNITED STATES ARMY 
RESERVE AND ROTC AFFAIRS 


Mr. Chairman, gentlemen, I am General Palladino, Chief of Army Reserve and 
ROTO Affairs. Let me say first that I appreciate the opportunity to appear 
before this committee on the subject of the Army Reserve construction program. 

I would like to tell you about the progress we have made in the Army Reserve 
construction program. I will begin by giving you a brief report on the progress 
we have made to date under Public Law 783 of the Slst Congress, as amended. 
As you know, this law was enacted in fiscal year 1951. From chart inclosure 1 
you will note that no new construction starts in this program were made until 
fiscal year 1953. During this period, however, 45 centers were completed from 
funds which were made available under Public Law 218 for fiscal year 1950 and 
1951. In fiscal year 1953, there were 31 construction starts. There were only 
10 in 1954 and 16 in 1955. In fiscal year 1956 we had 58 construction starts and 
in fiscal year 1957 we had 65 construction starts. This gave the United States 
Army Reserve a grand total of 180 centers constructed or under construction by 
the end of fiscal year 1957 under Public Law 783. During fiscal year 1958 we 
plan an estimated 83 new starts. Of these, 34 were under construction and an 
additional 49 had been released for bid advertising as of May 1, 1958. To date 
50 are under construction. Accomplishments in new centers started in fiscal 
year 1957 and fiscal year 1958 will be equal to approximately 128 percent of the 
awards for the previous 6 years. 

I am pleased to report that we have placed twenty-five 1-unit (modified) (100- 
man) centers under construction to date and additional ones are scheduled for 
award. This is another step forward because these snraller buildings are located 
in communities where it is often difficult, if not impossible, to locate adequate 
lease space. 

The 2d chart inclosure 2 gives you a brief summation of the status of our con- 
struction funds under Public Law 783. Up to this date a total of $105 million 
have been appropriated. You will note that by the end of fiscal year 1957, we 
had obligated $54 million of the $70 million which had been appropriated. At 
the end of the third quarter of fiscal year 1958, we had obligated a total of $62 
million. The total estimated obligation for fiscal year 1958 is $21 million which 
will bring us to a total of $75 million obligated by the end of fiscal year 1958. It 
is anticipated that $25 million of the remaining funds will be obligated in fiscal 
year 1959 and the balance of $4,695,134 will be obligated in fiscal year 1960. 

In the leasing field, regulations on the criteria have been liberalized and steady 
progress has been made in the acquisition of more adequate leased space. 

In order for an Army Reserve unit to train properly for its assigned mission, 
it must have suitable supplies and equipment. Quantities of supplies and equip- 
ment on hand with Army Reserve units have continued to increase as rapidly 
as facilities for storage and personnel for maintenance have become available. 
Sufficient equipment is presently on hand with the units or available in United 
States Army Reserve equipment pools to assure the conduct of individual training 
for the number of personnel assigned. Our goal for the end of fiscal year 1958 
is an overall average of 10 percent of table of organiaztion and equipment items, 
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80 percent of table of allowances for organizational clothing and equipment, and 

100 percent of table of allowances for individual clothing and equipment. 
Gentlemen, this concludes my statement on the Army Reserve construction 

program. If you have any questions, I will be glad to answer them. 


UNITED STATES ARMY RESERVE CONSTRUCTION 
New Starts 


By Fiscal Year 
| MAY SB 


(Total 308) 


‘S& ‘S7 


P.L. 783 
ARMY RESERVE CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 


MILLION 


DOLLARS us 
Spor 





OBLIGATIONS 
CARRY-OVER INTO FY 1960 
$4,695,134 


(Estimated) 
$25,000,000 
FY 1958 
| (Estimated) 
$21,000,000 
i - + 


22138 181 
APPROPRIATIONS 35 — 


FY 1956 
$14,291,454 


FY 1954-55 
$7,608,895 


S6 'S7 58 59 
______ FISCAL YEARS ————-———__~* 


21 Mar SB 


Mr. Brooxs. Do you have a list of needed projects ¢ 

General PaLLapino. No, we do not have a list, but we have more 
than a sufficient number of projects already approved that we could 
throw in and construct, depending on the money appropriated to us. 

Mr. Brooks. How much will your list total ¢ 

General Pat Lapino., We have, besides the projects that are under 
bid advertising for this year, an additional forty-odd million dollars 
worth of projects. 

Mr. Brooks. And they are all available and ready to go and needed ? 

General Pautuapino. Yes, sir; they are all approved projects. 
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Mr. Brooxs. Approved by whom ? 

General Patiapino. Approved by the Department of Defense, after 
consultation with your committee, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Then who is holding them up? 

General Patiapino. I am afraid the available funds is the answer 
to that one, sir. In other words, we are expending very cent that 
we are allowed to expend. 

Mr. Brooxs. Do you have some charts you could show us very 
briefly? Because we don’t have much time. The major bill is ready 
to go, almost ready to go. 

General Paniavixo. W ell, there is one chart that will show the 
situation of our money. 

Mr. Brooks. All right. 

General Patuaprno, I think that is probably the one you are inter 
ested in, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. Let’s see that. 

General Patuapino. This chart gives a brief summation of the 
status of our construction funds under Public Law 783. Up to this 
date a total of 105 million have been appropriated. 

You will note that by the end of fiscal year 1957 we had obligated 
54 million of the 70 million which have been appropriated. At the 
end the third quarter of fiscal 1958 we had obligated a total of 62 
million. 

The total estimated obligation for fiscal year 1958 is $21 million, 
which will bring us to a total of $75 million obligated by the end of 
fiscal year 1958. It is anticipated that the $25 million of the remain- 
ing funds will be obligated in the fiscal year 1959 and the balance of 
$4,695,000 will be obligated in the fiscal year of 1960. 

Mr. Brooxs. Now, “the money avialable ot you, which will bring 
your total up to $75 million—that money has already been 
appropriated ¢ 

General Patiapino. That has been appropriated. 

Mr. Brooxs. You have your hands on it 

General Patuaprno. We have our hands on it, and it will be unde 
contract by the 30th of June. 

Mr. Brooks. So that at the end of this fiscal year you will have $75 
million constructed in armories, out of a total needed of $105million ? 

General Patiaprno. Out of the total moneys available of $105 mil- 
lion, sir. Weneed many more armories than that. 

Mr. Brooks. Out of the total moneys available ? 

General Patiaprno. That is right. 

Mr. Brooxs. Of $105 million ¢ 

General Patiapino. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Now, there is $30 million in money. Where is that 
money ? 

General Pauiapino. That money has not been apportioned to us. 

Mr. Brooxs. It has been appropriated by Congress? 

General Patuapino. Appropriated by Congress, but not appor- 
tioned. 

Mr. Brooks. How is it proposed to apportion it? 

General Patiaptno. It is my understanding that we will be allowed 
to spend $25 million of it or obligate $25 million of it next year. 

Mr. Brooxs. Next year? 
General Patiapino. Fiscal 1959. 
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Mr. Brooks. Therefore, they say to you in effect “We have saved 
this money for you,” and what you will have next year to spend 
will be the $25 million that Congress appropriated this last year ? 

General Patiaprno. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Now, then, that would bring you down through 1959? 

General Patiapino. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Fiscal? 

General Patiapino. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Is all of that program needed ? 

General PaLiapino. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. Now, do you have any additional program: that is 
needed at this hour which might be used in fiscal 1959 ¢ 

General Patiapino. We have forty-odd million dollars in ap- 
proved projects, sir, which means we will be $15 million short as far 
as funds are concerned. 

Mr. Brooks. Oh, yes. So you could use—you really need $15 mil- 
lion more to bring your program down to where it should be with 
approved projects ? 

General Patnaprno. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Do you have a list of those $15 million in additional 
projects ¢ 

General Patitaprno. We can furnish that list, sir, if you so desire. 

Mr. Brooxs. When can you furnish it to us ? 

General Patiapino. We can give you that book right now, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. All right, if you could we would like to put it in the 
record at this point. 

General Patiaprno. All right, sir. 

Mr. Ducanper. Those are projects that have already been author- 
ized. 

Mr. Brooks. No, they are projects that are approved. 

General Pattaprno. Approved projects. 

Mr. Brooks. But never been authorized; isn’t that true? 

Mr. Ducanper. They have been authorized, haven’t they ? 

General Patiaptno. They have been authorized but we don’t have 
the money for them. 

Mr. Ducanper. I know. But what the committee was interested in 
finding out are additional authorizations. 

Mr. Brooks. No. He said—— 

Mr. Ducanper. They are in the same position, Mr. Chairman, as 
the National Guard. They have some money on hand and authoriza- 
tions pending. 

Mr. Wrinsreap. We are not furnishing money. We are giving au 
thorizations. 

Mr. Ducanper. That is true. 

Mr. Wrnsteap. If you had these authorized by this committee you 
would need no further legislation at that time. Now, what is the 
grand total of authorizations you have? I understand you have ap- 
propriated | $25 million that you haven’t been permitted to spend. 

General PaLLaptNo. Right, sir. 

Mr. Wrinsteap. But you are bound to have an authorization from 
this committee over and above your appropriations. What is your 
total authorization above that, that you now have appropriated ? 

General Patiaprno. I am informed that you have already ap- 
proved these projects that we are talking about now, sir. 
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Mr. Brooxs. You don’t need any authorization on that? 

General Patiapino. Not on these projects; no, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. That would give you, then, $135 million in your total 
that has been—of projeets that have been authorized ? 

General Pauuaprno. I am afraid I will have to check that, sir. 
That doesn’t strike a bell with me. 

Mr. Brooxs. Well, here is what you said, that you have money for 
$105 million in projects ? 

General Patiapino. Right, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Now, that is money available, but part of it has not 
been apportioned ¢ 

General Patuaprno. That is right. 

Mr. Brooks. Then you said you have $15 million in projects that 
are ready to go? 

General Patnaprino. Right, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. And they are authorized projects ? 

General Patiaprno. Right, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. So that would mean, then, $120 million ? 

General Patuapino. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Total authorized projects; isn’t that true? 

General Patnapino. That is true, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. Then if you need any further help from this com- 
mittee it would be for projects above the $120 million more? 

General Patuapino. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. And do you have any projects in that category ? 

General PatLaprno. A quick estimate would be that we have at 
least $10 million worth of projects that are fully qualified at this 
time, that we could come up with, in addition to what we already 
have approved. 

Mr. Brooks. Were they approved by the Army? 

General Pauiapino. They have not been approved by the Army. 
We would have to get approval by the Army. 

Mr. Brooks. None of them have been approved by the Army ? 

General Patiapino. They have not been forwarded to the Depart- 
ment of Defense; no sir; but they are good, qualified Army projects. 

Mr. Brooks. But not approved by the Army ¢ 

General Pattapino. Not approved by the Army. 

Mr. Brooxs. And not approved by Defense é 

General Patiaprino. No, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. And certainly not approved by the budget ? 

General Pattaprino. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. I think that clears it up. 

Mr. Wrnsreap. What is the total number of projects they have 
completed at the present time? TI believe the guard gave us the total 
number. 

General Patsaprno. Please let us refer to chart No. 1. 

Taking into consideration the projects that we have under bid 
advertising at this particular point, we will have a total of 308 either 
completed, under construction, or advertised. 

Mr. Wrnsteap. That is all right. 
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Mr. Brooks. I think that covers it. Thank you very much. 

General Patiapino. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Ducanprr. Do you have a list of the projects, General ? 

General Pattapino. We will finish you with that list of projects, 
sir. 

Mr. Ducanper. Above the $120 million ? 

General Patiapino. Above the 120; yes, sir; we will do that. 


Military construction, Army Reserve Forces—U, 8. Army Reserve construction 
program, fiscal year 1959 


| 
! 


| Facility Estimated 
ee Ag tule Bees 7 LAP cost 
Location ! | | (tho sand 
USARC} AH | MS dolHars) 
size | (Bay) 





Beloit, Wis 

Kewaunee, Wis le 
Hempstead, N. Y. (No. | 
Galesburg, Tl_- ial 
Warren, Ohio. 

Beckley, W. Va + 
Stockton, Calif._.....- 

St. Marys, Pa.....- 
Greenwood, 8S. C- y iM 
Oklahoma City, Okla. (No. 2) 
Sinton, Tex faking 
Canton, Ohio 

Durant, Okla morales Geb wigicha 
BE. DEUR, CORO. 65 cease dninds 
Madison, Wis. (No. 2)- 

Weirton, W. Va__-- 

Fargo, N, Dak 

Cheyenne, Wyo 

Fremont, Ohio. 

Canandaigua, N. Y 

Salinas, Calif 

Batavia, N. Y 

Tampa, Fla 

Johnstown, Pa 

Cherokee, Iowa 

Butler, Pa 

Fayetteville, N 

Huntsville, Tex 

Brownsville, Tex 

Cedar Rapids, lowa 

East Liverpool, Ohio 

Creston, Iowa , 

Wenatchee, Wash 

Rushville, Ind 

Hattiesburg, Miss 

Gadsden, Ala 

Huntingdon, Pa 

San Marcos, Tex 

Holland, Mich 

Princeton, Il 

Butte, Mont 

New Bern, N.C 

Louisville, Ky ; 

Adrian, Mich-........ 

Washington, Pa. 

Crown Point, Ind 

Marion, Va-.-- 

Blue Earth, Minn 

LeSueur, Minn 

Robbinsdale, Minn 


157, 000 
157, 000 
536, 000 
157, 000 
289, 000 
289, 000 
164, 000 
149, 000 
85, 000 
443, 000 
134, 000 
40, 000 
141, 000 
149, 000 
490, 000 
149, 000 
149, 000 
149, 000 
149, 000 
171, 000 
164, 000 
171, 000 
386, 000 
99, 000 
149, 000 
99, 000 
127, 000 
89, 000 
134, 000 
466, 000 
149, 000 
149, 000 
149. 000 
149, 000 
246, 000 
127, 000 
149, 000 
134, 000 
157, 000 
157, 000 
157, 000 
127, 000 
38, 000 
157, 000 
99, 000 
289, 000 
134, 000 
157, 0F0 
157, 000 
157, 000 








rm et ph eB BND et CA et ttt tat et et at eet et et tet CA et ED et IND et AD tt et pet tt tt et et Ct ee 


Total construction - - ---- piglicnd antens . aeeiows le “a | ened 9, 069, 000 
Land aequisition.. : ‘ ; patie ue kee a tdawdnldee 4 931, 000 


Total program-home stations wietgie Thebans pis it edehpis es aiadadia da t= Ae | 10,000, 000 


New appropriation request (8600) bales Bante J aubde’ ...-. $10,000, 000 


USAR construction (8611). ..--- ivdrdeane cate sea ie ; a alaniacahonemtine . 9,069,000 
USAR land (8621)_....--. ‘ Ldbidodi hina ddnes 54 db phate es ali: 931, 000 


1 Listed in order of priority. 
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Mr. Brooxs. Now, let us proceed with reading the bill. 

Mr. Ducanper. I ‘will start reading the bill, Mr. Deininger, and if 
you will just comment and explain the provisions of the bill to the 
committee. 

Reading on page 1, line 3: 

That title 10, United States Code, is amended as follows: 

(1) That part of section 2233a that precedes clause (1) thereof is amended 
to read as follows: 

“Paragraph 2233. Acquisition. 

“(a) Subject to sections 22338a, 2234, 2235, 2256, and 2238 of this title and 
subsection (c) of this section, the Secretary of Defense may 

Now, can you explain the different provisions of the code there and 
how that is being amended ? 

Mr. Dernincer. Yes, sir. The amendment which is involved in 
this language is designed to knock out the part of the present section 
2233a which says: 
and after consulting the Committees of the Armed Services of the Senate and 
House of Representatives. 

The purpose of deleting that wording now is this transition to a 
line item type authorization. In other words, the consultation proc- 
ess will no longer be in effect, and it merely knocks out those words 
requiring the consultation, and they are superseded by a provision 
further on that requires us to come in on a line item basis. 

The one other provision says section 2233a, that is referred to 
here—2233a is a section which is added, which we will get to on page 
2 here. It just includes 2233a so that any construction that is done 
is done subject to all the pertinent requirements of the present title 10 
of the code, plus this additional section 2233a which is added on 
page 2. 

Ir. Ducanper. And what are the present provisions that are listed 
here in the bill : 2233, 2234, 2235, 2236, and 2238 ? 

Mr. Dernincer. 2234 concerns two certificates, you might say, 
that the Secretary of Defense has to make in order to be : authorized 
to make any expenditures or contributions under this act. One of 
them is that the number of units of the Reserve component of the 
Armed Forces located or to be located in the area within which the 
facility is to be provided is not and will not be larger than the num- 
ber that can reasonably be expected to be maintained at ee 
strength, considering the number of persons living in the area who 
are qualified for membership in those Reserve units. 

The second provision which the Secretary of Defense must certify 
to: The plan under which the facility is to be provided makes pro- 
vision for the greatest practicable use of the facility jointly by units 
of two or more of these ¢ omponents. 

Those are present provisions of the code. 

Mr. Ducanper. In other words, what I have just read on page 1, 
lines 3 to 9, is restating the law and only knocking out the consulta- 
tion with the committees? 

Mr. Detnincer. That is right. 

Mr. Ducanper. And the reason for that is that the consultation is 
no longer necessary since this is a line item bill? 

Mr. Dernincer. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Ducanoner. Is that clear, Mr. Chairman ? 
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Mr. Brooks, That is clear. 

Allright, take the next subsection. 

Mr. Ducanper. Reading on page 2, line 1: 

oe 2233 is amended by adding the following new subsections at the end 
thereof : 

“(e) The Secretary of Defense may procure advance planning, construction 
design, and architectural services in connection with facilities to be established 
or developed under this chapter which are not otherwise authorized by law.” 

You want to discuss that first ? 

Mr. Dernincer. Yes, sir. The addition of that section is con- 
sistent—in fact, it is provided for in the laws over a number of years in 
connection with the regular military public works, 

This allows the preparation of preliminary plans prior to the actual 
authorization of a line item by the committee. So when the Depart- 
ment of Defense comes before the committee for a line item they will 
have done a certain amount of planning so they can present better 
estimates to the committee—in other words, a more crystallized project. 
That is what would be accomplished under this particular provision. 

Mr. Brooxs. Now, how much money will that cost 

Mr. Dernnecer. Those design costs normally, sir, run anywhere from, 
I would say, 2 to 5 percent of whatever is the ultimate construction 
cost. 

Mr. Brooxs. Should we set a definite amount in this ? 

Mr. Deinrncer. We believe not, sir. We believe this follows ex- 
actly what is done in the military public works field, without any such 
limitation. It merely provides for the advance planning. 

Mr. Brooks. How much do you contemplate would be used for that 
purpose ¢ 

Mr. Dernincer. We could not give you any estimate at this time 
what that would amount to, sir, because it is the money that is spent in 
the day-to-day advance planning by the military departments in pre- 
paring these programs for eventual submission to the committee. 

Mr. Winsteap. Is this new projects? 

Mr. Brooks. Yes; these are new projects. 

Mr. Ducanper. Why is this authority necessary in law? Don’t 
you have authority for your people to make advance plans and designs 
and things like that without it being specified in the law ¢ 

Mr. Detnincer. I would like to ask Mr. Mayer, who is our legal 
counsel, if he will answer that, please. 

Mr. Mayer. Well, with respect to military public works, that au- 
thority is contained in earlier public works authorization acts—in 
Public Law 155 of the 82d Congress and Public Law 161 of the 84th 
Congress. 

Now, our attempt in this bill has been to separate the Reserve fa- 
cilities from the public works, so that we will not have to rely on other 
authority that should apply only to public works. We have kept 
this separate throughout. And that is the reason for many of these 
provisions here, so that the authority 

Mr. Brooxs. I think that is a very worthy objective. But don’t 
you think there should be some limit on the amount that could be 
spent in that respect ? 

Mr. Mayer. Well, Mr. Chairman, no limit has been provided with 
respect to public works. And, of course, this is a cost that comes out 
ultimately of the total authorization and appropriation for that 
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project. So that is a built-in limitation which I think adequately 
safeguards the use of the authority. 

Mr. Winsteap. Mr. Chairman, it seems to me I am just about lost 
here. This is a line item bill, is it not? 

Mr. Mayer. That is correct. 

Mr. Winsteap. Haven’t these projects already been approved 4 

Mr. Detnincer. The projects that are referred to here, sir, which 
are not otherwise authorized by law—this is advance planning before 
the projects are submitted to the committee. So the advance plan- 
ning can be done in order to present a crystallized project to the 
committee for authorization. 

Mr. Winsteap. Haven't these projects already been analyzed by the 
Army and approved by the Army and sent to the Defense Department 
and approved by the Defense Department ? 

Mr. Ducanpver. These have, but I think they mean fiscal year 1960 
and future years, don’t you? 

Mr. Detrntncer. This is looking ahead, sir. 

Mr. Wrinsteap. You are given additional authority to plan beyond? 

Mr. Dernincer. That is right, that is planning the 1960 and 1961 
program. This is looking forward. 

Mr. Brooks. All right. Js there any objection to it? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Brooks. If not, we will proceed to the next one. 

Mr. Ducanper. Reading on page 2, line 7. 

“(f) Facilities authorized by subsection (a) shall not be considered ‘military 
public works’ under the provisions of the military construction authorization acts 
that repeal prior authorizations for military public works.” 

Mr. Dertnrncer. This is a provision which we feel it is essential be 
put in here to eliminate any possibility of a misconstruction on these 
repeal provisions that are put in each year in the military public works 
bill, so that no one will interpret those provisions in the public works 
bill’ as applying to the rescission of authorization for projects for 
the Reserve Forces that are covered under the Reserve Forces Con- 
struction Authority. 

Mr. Ducanorr. This is a savings provision ? 

Mr. Dernincer. It is a savings provision. 

Mr. Brooxs. Hadn’t we better word that just a little different] 
Because your explanation to “(e)” was that we wanted to handle 
this just like the public works bill was being handled. Then you go 
ahead in “(f)” and you refer to the fact that these items should not be 
considered public works. 

Mr. Dernincer. Sir, if I may—— 

Mr. Brooks. Military public works. 

Mr. Dernincer. Sir, if I may address an answer to that question? 

Mr. Mayer a moment ago said that. we were trying to set up the 
provisions for the reserve facilities construction to parallel those of 
military public works. We expect that as we come up in successive 
years, for the 1960 program and the 1961 program, we will have pro- 
visions in the reserve facilities act to rescind old, unneeded authority 
for reserve facilities, the same as they are doing in public works. 

Mr. Brooks. It is already in this bill, the provision for 2 years. 

Mr. Mayer. Mr. Chairman, if I might elaborate a little on what 
Mr. Deininger just said. The public works bill presently before the 









GYS7 





committee provides that certain public works authorizations hereto- 
fore provided are rescinded, but it excepts from this general rescission 
the authorization and appropriations of funds contained in sections 
2231 to 2238 of title 10—in other words, these are reserve facilities. 

Now, if we do not put a provision similar to this one in our reserve 
facilities ad then each year the public works bill will have to except 
the reserve facilities from the general rescission. 

Mr. Brooxs. I am in favor of the purpose. The question is 
whether or not we are doing it just the proper way. If you feel like 
that this is the best way to do it, all biel. But it seemed to me you 
are contradicting yourself when in one breath you refer to the fact 
that you want the authority to provide for construction, planning, 
design, and architectural services in accordance with the policy of 
the military public works, and in the next breath you just declare 
that this shall not be considered military public works. 

Mr. Mayer. Well, Mr. Chairman, the purpose of that is to—as Mr. 
Deininger say s—parallel the provisions relating to p yublic works, but 
in this bill we shall relate them to reserve forces facilities. So the 
concept of reserve forces facilities will be completely distinct from 
military public works. 

Mr. Brooks. All right. Is there any further question on this 
item # 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Brooks. Any objection to it? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Brooks. We will pass it on, then. 

Mr. Devereux. Mr. Chairman, I unfortunately had to come in late. 
I haven’t 

Mr. Brooxs. General, you haven’t missed anything as far as the 
reading of the bill is concerned. The first section on page 1 there, 
I may say covering acquisition, 2233. That simply eliminates the 
requirement in the future under these sections for a reporting or sub- 
mission of these matters to the committee for consultation. That 
all that does. Since the bills in the future will be in line items, it 
won't be necessary to come in and consult with the committee. And 
that is the reason why they wish a repeal of that requirement. 

Now, that is all we have covered. 

Then on page 2, subsection (e) is the one we were discussing when 
you came in. And that simply provides authorization for the Secre- 
tary of Defense to proceed with planning, construction, design, and 
architectural services in future programs for Guard armories, and 
for Reserve armories. 

Now, if you want to ask any questions about either one, it will be 
fine. Here would be a good place. 

Mr. Wrnsteap. Mr. Chairman 

Mr. Devereux. I haven’t anything. 

Mr. Winstrap. While he is thinking on that, may I ask one other 
question ? 

Mr. Brooks. Sure. 

Mr. Winstreap. That means these line items have been already sub- 
mitted to us, and that is why they are striking out this section. 

Mr. Brooks. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Ducanper. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Wrnsteap. Now, in section (e) they are talking about some 
new construction. 

Mr. Brooxs. A new program. 

Mr. Wrinsteap. Something beyond all this. 

Does that mean they would not have to be submitted ? 

Mr. Ducanper. They would come in this way, Mr. Winstead, 
line items. 

Mr. Winsteap. All right. 

Mr. Brooxs. Now, let’s go ahead, then, with (f), if there is no 
objection, and counsel for the Defense Department has satisfied him 
self that there is no irregularity between (e) and (f). I am willing 
to pass it by for the time being. 

Mr. Winsreap. Mr. Chairman, you raised a question that since there 
is a total amount of money in this bill, will that plainly come out 
of thismoney? If so, he ought to give us some guess or some estimate 
or some figure in between what we could expect that cost to be, if it 
is to come within the limitiation of this bill. 

Mr. Brooxs. Well, let’s proceed and see what restrictions they place 
later on in the bill. It may be covered. 

Go ahead, Mr. Ducander. 

Mr. Ducanper. Page 2, line 11: 

(3) The following new section is inserted after section 2233 : 

“Sec. 2233a. Limitataion 

“No expenditure or contribution that is more than $50,000 may be made under 
section 2233 of this title for any facility that has not been authorized by a law 
authorizing appropriations for specific facilities for reserve forces. This require- 
ment does not apply to the following: 

(a) Facilities acquired by lease. 

“(b) Facilities acquired, constructed, expanded, rehabilitated, converted, or 
equipped to restore or replace facilities damage or destroyed, where the Armed 
Services Committees of the Senate and the House of Representatives have been 
notified of that action.” 

Mr. Brooxs. Now, why is it necessary to have this special provi- 
sion (b) ? 

Mr. Derntncer. The (b) section in there, sir, is to permit the re- 
placement of facilities where there may be a fire, there may be a 
cyclone or something of that kind, or through the f: umiliar term where 
a facility is destroy ed by act of God, and it would permit the replace- | 
ment of that facility without waiting for the next annual authoriza- 
tion program. | 

Mr. Brooks. Is there such an emergency that we couldn’t authorize 
them in the usual way ? 

Mr. Dernincer. In many cases there is, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. For instance, have you a case in mind ? | 

Mr. Derntncer. I believe—the most recent one I recall, I believe at 
Nashua, N. H., there was a fire which virtually destroyed an armory. 

Mr. Brooxs. At the utmost, there is only 6 months’ delay, and this 
is a Reserve facility. It seems to me all you are doing is to take the 
authority from this committee and putting it over in the Appropria 
tions Committee. 

Mr. Derntncer. The provision, of course, does require that this com- 
mittee be advised of the action. It does not require—— 

Mr. Brooks. But if it is vacation time when we are at home ot 
even if we are up here, simply advising the committee is not the same 
as getting the authorization. 











Mr. Detnincer. There are provisions of this nature in connection 
with the facilities of the regular services. 

Mr. Brooks. There isa limitation placed, isn’t there ¢ 

Mr. Dernirncer. There is a limitation placed in there normally as to 
the number of millions of dollars in a year that they are authorized 
to do on that. 

We feel that the limitation here is the fact that there are only so 
many dollars available in any year, that would not permit any pro- 
miscuous use of this, where if was not an absolute requirement that 
could not. await the next public works authorization bill, which may 
be a year hence. 

Mr. Brooxs. Even in the flood-control] bill, where you do have such 
things as major disasters, there is a limitation placed on the use of 
emergency funds. 

Mr. Dernincer. If it is the desire of the committee that there be a 
limitation—I am not aware of whether it should be in terms of the 
total amount of oa that could be used for this purpose, or for a 
specific project—or just what the committee might desire, I am sure 
we could work one 

Mr. Brooks. What it is going to do is simply knock out. some line 
items ot take care ofthese. That is all you could do. 

Mr. Dernincer. Yes, sir; that is right. 

Mr. Ducanper. They couldn’t go : above the total authorized amount, 
but they would have to knock out line items in the bill where they plan 
to build something else. 

Mr. Detnincer. We would have to defer certain line items in order 
to be able to do that. 

Or in the case of the existing situation, where for instance, the Army 
Guard and Army Reserve do not have any new authorization in here, 
we would have to eliminate or defer some projects on which consulta- 
tion had been effected with the committee, in order to do a replacement 
of a fire-damaged structure. 

Mr. Devereux. Mr. Chairman—— 

Mr. Brooks. ey Sate to that? 

Mr. Devereux. No. 

Mrs. Sr. Grorae. I see no objection. 

Mr. Brooks. If not, we will pass it by. 

Mr. Ducanper. Mr. Chairman, I suggest a change in the language, 
where it refers to the Armed Services Committees of the Senate and the 
House of Representatives. It should be changed to “the Congress.” 
I understand the Speaker would prefer that wording. 

Mr. Brooks. Yes, I think that should be changed. 

Mr. Ducanper. It will be referred to the necessary committees. 

Mr. Brooks. Strike out “Committees on Armed Services of the 
Senate and the House.” 

Mr. Ducanper. And insert “the Congress.” 

Mr. Brooks. Yes. 

Mr. Ducanper. Page 3, line 1 

) The analysis of- 

This is just amending an analysis of the code. 

The analysis of chapter 133 is amended by inserting the following new item: 
“22338a. Limitation.” 


Mr. Brooks. No objection. 
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Mr. Ducanper (reading) : 

Sec. 2. (a) Section 3 of the National Defense Facilities Act of 1950, as 
amended by paragraph (a) of the Act of August 9, 1955, chapter 662 (69 Stat. 
593), and by section 2 of the Act of August 29, 1957, Public Law 85-215 (71 Stat. 
489), is amended by striking out the words “in an amount not to exceed $580,- 
000,000 over a period of the next eight fiscal years commencing with fiscal year 
1951.” 

Mr. Brooks. That takes the ceiling out, is that all it does? 

Mr. Dernincer. That is right. It is something that is actually 
overtaken by time. Eight years expire by this June 30, and it is 
getting rid of this superfluous language, because in the future line- 
item bills, each bill carries its own author ization. You don’t need the 
$580 million any more. 

Mr. Brooks. If there is no objection to that, we will take up (b). 

Mr. Ducanper. Yes, sir. 

(b) Section 3 (a) of the National Defense Facilities Act of 1950, as amended 
by section 414 of the Act of August 3, 1956, chapter 939 (70 Stat. 1018), is 
amended by striking out the words “and without regard to the monetary limita- 
tion otherwise imposed by this section.” 

Mr. Dernincer. The reference there is to a clause which was pre- 
viously added to the statutes to exclude the funds that are spent for 
leases of facilities from what was the $580 million limitation. Since 
we are striking the $580 million figure out of the statutes, we have to 
take out these words that refer to that. Since the figure is no longer 
in there, it is not proper to have words that refer to such a figure. 

Mr. Brooxs. Any objection to that ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Brooks. If not, you can proceed. 

Mr. Ducanper. Shail I read on, Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Brooks. Yes. 

Mr. Ducanper. We can now pass—the next part is the line items 
that the committee has already covered. 

We can then pass to page 10, line 14. 

(3) For all reserve components: Facilities made necessary by changes in the 
assignment of weapons or equipment to reserve forces units, if the Secretary of 
Defense or his designee determines that deferral of such facilities for inclusion 
in the next law authorizing appropriations for specific facilities for reserve 
forces would be inconsistent with the interests of national security and if the 
Secretary of Defense or his designee notifies the Committees on Armed Services 
of the Senate and House of Representatives, immediately upon reaching a final 
decision to implement, of the nature and estimated cost of any facility to be 
undertaken under this subsection. 

Mr. Brooks. What is the reason for that ? 

Mr. Deinincer. This is to take care of or similar to one I 
believe that Major General Wilson of the Air National Guard men- 
tioned the other day. 

The example given was this: 

A Reserve component is notified by its parent service that certain 
later-model equipment, such as a jet aircraft, a new jet aircraft, is 
available and can be assigned to that unit—this would provide for 
whatever change in the facilities had to be made in order for them to 
accept that higher -performance piece of equipment, in line with main- 
taining the Reserve components in the highest capability, using the 
most modern equipment. 
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For instance, with an airplane that the Air Force would make avail- 
able to the Air National Guard, there are certain types of aircraft 
that they must have a flight-simulator at the particular installation 
where they are going to use such an aircraft, and if that aireraft is 
made available to the guard unit, this provision would permit the 
construction of the flight simulator so they could actually put that 
aircraft in service with the unit. 

Mr. Brooxs. But it would take several years to build the aircraft. 
Don’t you have ample notice of the approaching need of that sort of 
facility ? 

Mr. Detnrncer. Not for the assignments to the units. 

I wonder, sir, if you would permit General Wilson to add what 
he knows about that. 

Mr. Brooks. Yes. 

Mr. Derntncer. He is right here, and I think he can help us. 

General Wixtson. Mr. Chairman, this is one of the most important 
parts of the bill as far as the Air Guard is concerned. 

Mr. Brooks. And this is the same sort of provision the major com- 
mittee—the full committee took up this morning and expressed grave 
doubt about. 

General Witson. You see, sir, the Air Guard is dependent on the 
Air Force for the later-model weapons coming into the program. 

For example, right now we are receiving F-86D and L all-weather, 
tighter aircraft, equipped with rockets, where before the aircraft were 
equipped with machine-gun bullets. 

I cannot accept and use those aircraft unless I have the facilities 
necessary to store the rockets, to give them the flight simulators neces- 
sary for teaching the pilots to fly the aircraft. 


Now, those F—-86D and L’s were not scheduled in the qnsell progeeme 


until 1959, yet I have 22 squadrons of them right now. And if I 
hadn’t had this type of authority this last year to defer from my 
present construction program some other priority projects to a higher 
priority project, I would have had to tell the Air Force to store those 
aircraft until I could build the facilities necessary to take the weapons 
systems as well as the new aircraft. 

For example, we are receiving F-100 aircraft this year, that were 
scheduled in the guard in the year 1960. The basis of it is that later- 
model aircraft are becoming available to the Air Force, and so by 
advancing their contracts, which the Congress has asked last year, and 
so forth—these aircraft are now available to me. I know that. within 
another 6 months I am going to hear of F-102’s that are coming into 
the guard program, which has a completely different requirement for 
missile storage, and so forth. 

Those things I have to start constructing as soon as I get them. 

Mr. Brooks. Well now, you know, General, within 6 months that 
you are going to hear of the 102. We can provide for that with the 
authorization. 

General Wirson. Well, sir 

Mr. Brooxs. And I think you can, in all of these cases, supply 
them at least 6 months ahead of time. 

General Wiison. It has never worked that way, Mr. Chairman. 
The success in the modernization of the guard program was the fact 
that we could take money that was available and use them in high- 
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priority projects in our construction to modernize the guard. I know 
this committee and all the committees I talked to pertaining to the 
guard have been anxious to modernize the guard and get it in first-line 
equipment. 

Mr. Brooxs. Well 

General Witson. Without some authority to take some of this—I 
don’t know for sure how much is going to come in the guard pro- 
gram or not. If I don’t have some author ity to do this, then it is 
going to mean that I won’t be able to modernize the guard program 
as fast as I think this committee and I would like. 

Mr. Brooks. Perhaps it is right, but if you have this authority in 
here, what is going to keep you from taking this Travis Field, Savan- 
nah, Ga., item up there and saying, “Here, I changed my mind. I 
think, as Secretary of Defense, I will just take up another item, be- 
cause it is in the military interest of the country to make the change.” 

Why, then, should we take our time checking these line items and 
then give blanket authority to change to any other program ¢ 

General Wuson. Well, sir, which is the most important? The 
facilities for a guard unit in the Reserve Force is the most import- 
ant thing you got. But you have in those facilities priorities. 
First, there is no need of having: facilities unless you have facilities 
to operate the weapon from. You get a change in weapon, then your 
priority for an operation and training building—although the people 
are crowded, they can get by a bit longer, than if you can’t take the 
aircraft and operate them off the runway facility, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Then let me ask you this. I am sure you are in sym- 
pathy with the Army guard. The Army guard doesn’t have a penny 
in this bill. 

General Witson. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Suppose we provide $5 million or $10 million for 
the Army guard. Now, what would be the hope that that money 
would be spent for the Army program which we approved if this pro- 
Vision is available? 

General Witson. Sir, in your bill it states exactly how much of it 
will be for the Air National Guard. I can’t use the Army guard 
or anybody else’s money. 

Mr. Wrxsreap. But they are asking for a reorganization bill that 
permits them to just switch it around any way they want to. 

General Witson. I don’t know 

Mr. Wrnsteap. Switch them from service to service. 

General Wiison. I don’t know how that is coming. But under 
this bill it authorizes me the $12.6 million of total construction for 
the guard. It is on this line item. I hope that the program is such 
that we can live with the line item. 

Mr. Brooks. But you read on page 10, line 14, subsection (3), and 
I would like for you to explain why you think the Secretary of De- 
fense could not divert funds, any funds he wanted, for any particular 
projects that he wished if he was willing to declare it to be in the 
interest of national defense ¢ 

General Wirson. I think the intent, sir, was within the appropria- 
tion as appropriated for each one of the services, as listed in the back 
of the bill. 

Mr. Brooks. Does it say it in there? 
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General Wiison,. Isn’t that the inference? 

Mr. Dernincer. Mr. Chairman, it does in that section (6) of this 
bill authorizes the appropriation of specific dollar amounts to each 
one of the Reserve components. 

Mr. Brooks. Yes, but then this section provides for the certification 
by the Secretary of Defense for specific facilities where he thinks 
it is in the interest of national defense to give it a higher priority. 

Mr. Dernincer. The only funds available to construcct things for 
General Wilson’s Air National Guard are the funds that are spelled out 
in section (6) here for the Air National Guard. In other words, he 
won’t have available to him part of this appropriation that is made 
available to the Department of the Navy, because the appropria- 
tions 

Mr. Brooks. The Secretary of Defense has it available, though. 

Mr. Dernincer. The appropriations are made to the military de- 
partments, sir. 

Mr. Winsteap. But—pardon me, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Brooks. Go aheac 

Mr. Wrnsreap. A new bill is coming up next year, I believe, from 
the administration which is going to give authority the other way. 
It will give them authority regardless of what we write in these bills. 

Mr. Dernincer. This is only for this year, Mr. Winstead. If this 
change is made, this would have to be changed in future bills, probably. 


Mr. Brooxs. Here is the w ay I inter pret this, and I studied it last 
night. 


Sec tion (6) says: 





There are authorized to be appropriated such sums as may be necessary for 
the purposes of this act. 

That means, in effect, if you read that with subsection (3), that 
any project certified as necessary for national defense is authorized 
under this bill. 

Isn’t that true? 

Mr. Dernineer. I believe, sir, you have to read all the language in 
section (6), if I may res ect fully say so. 

Mr. Brooks. Well, aa all the language. 

Mr. Ducanper. I think what the chairman is pointing out: 

Isn’t there a difference between section (3) and whatever you call 
the “three” on page 10, line 144 Is that what you call a section or 
a paragraph or a subsection 

Mr. Mayer. That is subsection (3) of section (3), and the limita- 
tions set forth in section (6) apply to everything in section (3). In 
other words, these figures set forth in section (6) for Air National 
Guard, and so forth, include not only the line item projects listed in 
section (3) but also the emergency facilities authorized by subsection 
(3) of section (3). 

Mr. Brooks. Well, that is exactly the point I have in mind. 

Under section (6), you authorize in a blanket way for emergency 
facilities. But then you specifically authorize a certain amount for 
each department, isn’t that correct ? 

Mr. Mayer. That iscorrect. 

Mr. Brooxs. Now, then, don’t you think we should set some limita- 
tion on the amount that we authorize, rather than just give a blanket 
authorization to the Secretary of Defense ? 
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Mr. Mayer. Well, let me say, again, that it is only a blanket au- 
thorization to the extent of the figure provided in section (6). 

Mrs. St. Grorce. Well, Mr. Chairman, as I understand it, section 
(6) of the bill, in this particular instance, which is the Air Force 
Reserve, is limited to the sum of $6,272,000, am I not correct? 

Mr. Mayer. That is correct, Mrs. St. George. 

Mrs. Sr. Grorce. In other words, they can’t go above that. 

Mr. Mayer. That is correct. 

Mrs. Str. Georcr. Under that ceiling, after the line items have been 
taken care of, they may still spend this money as is asked for I 
presume by the w itness. 

Mr. Ducanper. No, Mrs. St. George. 

Mrs. Sr. George. No? 

Mr. Ducanper. The line items total the amount by Reserve com- 
ponent in section 6. 

Mrs. St. Grorce. They have no money they could use, anyway. 

Mr. Ducanper. They would have to knock out a line item. 

Mrs. St. Groree. I see. 

Mr. Brooxs. Let me say this: 

Either you would have to knock out a line item and give the spe- 
cific item declared by the Secretary of Defense priority or you would 
have to get your authorization fon the first portion of the first 
sentence of section 6, on page 12, that reads, “There are authorized 
to be appropriated some sums as may be necessary for the purposes 
of this Act.” 

And then the limitation on that is “But appropriations for facility 
projects authorized by section 3 for or Reserve components 
of the Armed Forces may not exceed,” 1, 2, and 3. 

Mr. Dernincer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. So you are giving him a blanket authorization. 

Mr. Dernincer. I am sorry, Mr. Chairman, but I can’t read that 
into this as the intent of this language, sir. Because the amount that 
is specified for the Navy, for the Air Force Reserve, and for the Air 
National Guard is the exact total of the line items for those respective 
components in section 3. 

Now, if one of those components has one of these emergency projects, 
they only have the amount of dollars specified back here. So they 
must either do it through savings from line items or by deferring some 
line item in order to do the emergency project. 

There is no blanket authority that I can perceive here in this, and 
certainly none is intended. 

Mr. Brooxs. How would we hurt this act by striking out the words 
in section 6, “There are authorized to be appropriated such sums as 
may be necessary for this Act,” and then the word “but,” and begin 

“appropriations ‘for facilities”—let it read from there on? 

Mr. Mayer. That would be perfectly agreeable, Mr. Chairman. 
Actually, any authorization act is an authorization for appropriations 
in this sense, so that that first clause does not add anything to the 
meaning of the section. 

Mr. Brooks. Then you have no objection to striking out the first 
sentence ¢ 
Mr. Mayer. Not the first sentence, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. The first line? 
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Mr. Mayer. That is correct; yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. The first line and the second line, and begin that sen- 
tence with “appropriations” ¢ 

Mr. Ducanper. Yes. 

Mr. Brooxs. That will clear it up to some extent. 

Mr. Winsteap. Does that confine each service to its own appropria- 
tion ? 

Mr. Ducanprr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Come back to 3, then 

Mr. Wrinsteap. Wait just a minute. 

Mr. Chairman, let me ask General Wilson. 

Mr. Ducanper. The counsel is pointing out that an authorization 
bill is an authorization bill, whether it says it or not, for the purpose 
of securing appropriations. Now, you could put in “authorized” there, 
could you not? 

Mr. Mayer. That is right. In other words, sir, these figures here 
actually are a limitation. If there were no figures in section 6 at all, 
these would still be the authority provided to appropriate for those 
projects, but without any limitation. So these figures actually set 
a limitation on the authority provided by the bill. 

Mr. Winsreap. May Lask General Wilson a question 

Mr. Brooks. Mr. Winstead. 

Mr. Winsreap. General, I think you are doing a marvelous job 
with the Air National Guard. And you may not know, yourself, 
but it certainly seems to me if the Air Force knows what they are 
doing at all, they could let you know at least 6 months ahead of time 
what kind of aircraft you are going to use. 

General Wixson. Of course, Mr. Winstead, we are always pushing 
to get the better, more modern aircraft in the Air Guard. 

L wish it were such that I could know 18 months ahead of time 
the type of aircraft that I am going to have. 

Mr. Winstreap. Do you mean sometimes you don’t know 6 months 
ahead of time what kind of a modern aire raft. you are going to get? 

General Witson. Yes, sir. I can tell you that as of—around March 
8, I got notified that there were three squadrons of F—100’s available, 
and where would you like to have them ? 

Mr. Winsreap. We want to keep you where you can receive them. 
But I just can’t picture the Air Force going along without knowledge 
6 months ahead of time about what kind of aircraft they can furnish 
a Reserve component, the Air National Guard or the Air Force Re- 
serve. Of course, that is beyond the question. 

General Witson. Of course, there are many things that come in 
there, such as speedup in production from the newer aircraft going 
into the active establishment for modernizing them, of which they 
make available to the guard. 

Mr. Winsreap. But it slows you up a great deal. At least they 
could let you know 6 months ahead of time. 

Mr. Brooks. Well, any further questions on subsection 3, page 10? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Brooks. If not. 

Your interpretation now is that this subsection 3 would still limit 
the availability of funds to the service for which this bill designates 
them ? 
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Mr. Mayer. That is correct. 

Mr. Dernincer. Very definitely. 
Mr. Brooks. So you couldn’t take Air funds and use them for 
Army purposes. And if we put in here something for Army Na- 
tional Guard, those moneys couldn’t be taken over and used for emer- 

gency defense projects in the Air National Guard ? 

Mr. DernInceER. No, sir. 

Mr. Mayer. No, sir. 

Mr. Devereux. Might I ask a question here? I am not quite sure, 
not having read into this. But this is just for Reserve Air units? 

General Wiison. No, sir. 

Mr. Devereux. And National Guard Air units? 

Mr. Dernincer. No, sir. It is intended to provide for such a re- 
quirement that would arise in any one of the components. 

Mr. Devereux. All right. Then it would be possible, under the 
reading of this bill, that. you could take, on page 12, subsection 1— 
you could take money away from the Navy 

General Winson. No, sir. 

Mr. Devereux. And give it to the Marine Corps Reserve, for some 
of their facilities? 

Mr. Dernrncer. The Navy and Marine Corps is all one appropria- 
tion, sir. It is administered as a single appropriation program. 

Mr. Devereux. I know. When we come to line items, however, then 
we specify what is going to be done. But under this exception on 
page 10, it would appear to me that it would be possible, then, to who- 
ever is in the driver's seat saying, “Well, we will take it away from 
the Navy and give it to the Marines,” which is most exceptional. But 
the reverse might well be true. 

Mr. Derntncer. That could be done in the case of the Navy and 
Marine Corps programs, since they are administered as one. 

General Wintson. Mr. Devereux, this has a limitation on it by 
changes of assignment of weapons or equipment to the Reserve Forces. 

Mr. Deverevx. Yes. 

General Wirson. It limits that. In other words, they would have 
to have a change of equipment or weapons that would necessitate this. 

Mr. Devereux. We get into functions again? 

General Wirson. Sir? 

Mr. Derntncer. [ would like to point out, Mr. Chairman, that this 
provision, as written here, is very much more restrictive than the 
similar provisions in the regular public works bill, which gives a num- 
ber of reasons under which emergency projects can be done—changes 
in mission, and so forth. It relates several things there. If we might 
read: “changes in missions, new weapons developments, new and un- 
foreseen research and dev elopment requirements.’ 

We are limiting this to only changes in assignment of weapons or 
equipment. We have tried to make it just as airtight as we can. 

Mr. Devereux. Now we should have a report to the Congress, in- 
stead of the committee. 

Mr. Ducanper. Yes, sir. That should be changed, on lines 21 and 22, 
on page 10. It should read: “notifies the Congress,” and strike out 
the “Committees on Armed Services of the Senate and House of Repre- 
sentatives.” 
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Mr. Brooks. Of course, really, that in connection with page 2, 
subsection (b), on line 20: What authority then would the Secretary 
have? For instance, where weapons or equipment are changed, he 
could certify that it is in the interest of defense. He could make a 
change in the program. And then also where facilities are to be ac- 
quired, constructed, expanded, rehabilitated, converted, or equipped, to 
restore or replace facilities damaged or destroyed. In those instances 
he can make changes. 

Mr. Dernincer. Again, sir, he could not transfer appropriations 
from one of the components to another component. 

Mr. Brooks. Now, if we put in a provision for more money—and 
I don’t know what the subcommittee is going to want to do, but should 
they decide to put in some money for the Army National Guard, which 
says it needs the money awfully bad in its program, then would the 
Secretary have the authority under this bill to take any of that money 
out and use it for the Air Guard or the Navy or the Marine Corps? 

Mr. Dernincer. No, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. It would have to be used 

Mr. Dreintncer. Certainly no intention to do so. 

Mr. Brooxs. All right. 

Now let’s proceed, then, Mr. Ducander. 

Mr. Ducanper. One thing before we pass on. 

It is understood that this subsection applies to all Reserve com- 
ponents / 

Mr. Detnincer. That is right. 

Mr, Ducanper. We have been speaking of the Air National Guard. 
It applies to the Air Force Reserve as well ? 

Mr. Detnincer. Yes, sir. 

General Witson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ducanper. Because they are phasing in C-119’s, I have just 
been told. 

General Witson. That is right. 

Mr. Drerntncer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ducanper. Reading on page 11, line 1, section 4: 





The first sentence of section 2233a of Title 10, United States Code, does not 
apply to— 

(a) facilities that 

(1) have been the subject of consultation with the Committees on Armed 
Services of the Senate and the House of Representatives before July 1, 1958; 

(2) are under contract before July 1, 1960; and 

(3) are funded from appropriations made before the date of enactment 
of this act; or 

(b) facilities that are authorized by section 3 (3) of this act. 

Mr. Dernincer. This provision was designed to provide a clean 
cutoff between the old consultation-type authority, under which we 
have been operating these past 6 years, and start off with a clean slate 
on line-item-type authorization. 

We interpreted the committee’s intention last year that the cutoff 
point be the start of fiscal year 1959. That is the reason for this pro- 
vision, so that projects which have been before your committee for 
consultation, and which the Congress has appropriated money for in 
fiscal 1958, or prior years, can be processed to their completion, but 
anything from there on is subject to this line-item procedure. 

Mr. Brooks. In other words, this act doesn’t interfere with any 
previous action on projects by this committee and by Congress ? 
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Mr. Dertnrncer. The combination, sir, of the consultation with the 
committee, that there have been funds appropriated for the project, 
and this other requirement that it be put under contract by July 1, 
1960. That is just to provide, as I think was mentioned earlier, the 
cancellation of old authority. In other words, anything that we can’t 
get under contract within the next 2 years that has been cleared with 
the committees we feel is not a valid urgent requirement, and there- 
fore should have a relook by the committees as a line item. 

Mr. Brooxs. Any questions on this? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Brooks. If not, we will tentatively approve it. 

Now, what is the next one? 

Mr. Ducanper. Page ll, line 12. Section 5. 

The Secretary of Defense may establish or develop installations and facili- 
ties under this act without regard to sections 3648 and 3734 of the Revised 
Statutes, as amended, and section 4774 (d) and 9774 (d) of title 10, United 
States Code. The authority to place permanent or temporary improvements 
on land includes authority for surveys, administration, overhead, planning, 
and supervision incident to construction. That authority may be exercised 
before title to the land is approved under section 355 of the Revised Statutes, 
as amended, and even though the land is held temporarily. The authority to 
acquire real estate or land includes authority to make surveys and to acquire 
land, and interests in land (including temporary use), by gift, purchase, ex- 
change of Government-owned land, or otherwise. 

Mr. Brooks. How much money would be needed for that sort of 
authority ? 

Mr. Dernincer. It is not a case of money involved in this, sir. 

I would like to have Mr. Mayer explain these various provisions 
of the law. 

Mr. Brooxs. Mr. Mayer. 

Mr. Mayer. Mr. Chairman, these are provisions which are in- 
cluded every year in the public works bill. I can explain them very 
briefly, I think. The first sentence provides an exemption from sec- 
tions 3648 and 3734 of the Revised Statutes and certain provisions of 
title 10 of the United States Code. 

Now, sections 3648 prohibits advance payments, except where they 
are specifically authorized. In other words, it prohibits the ex- 
penditure of money before specific authorization therefor has been 
provided, and in some cases this has had to be waived, as, for instance, 
where utility lines of a private company are extended at Government 
cost. 

There are certain relatively minor situations which nevertheless 
would threaten to hold up a large project if this provision in the 
Revised Statutes was not waived. 

Mr. Brooxs. What about 4774 (d) ¢ 

Mr. Mayer. Yes sir, I will come to that. 

Section—well, to take them seriatim. Section 3734 provides that 
money shall not be paid for a public building until certain plans and 
cost estimates have been made by the General Services eaten. 


tor. And because of the inappropriateness of having the General 
Services Administrator supervise our plans and cost estimates, this 
provision also has been waived in the public works bills. 

Mr. Brooxs. What about 4774 (d) ? 

Mr. Mayer. Yes, sir. 
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Now, these provisions, too, require the submission of detailed cost 
estimates for permanent structures, and frequently such estimates are 
not available until the project has been authorized by Congress. So 
this waives another provision which is actually unnecessary, because 
of the fact that the committees do have a chance to consider the 
project. 

Now, the following sentence also provides certain auxiliary types 
of authority which are necessary to the Department of Defense in its 
construction programs, as, for example, this reference to surveys, 
administration, overhead planning and supervision incident to con- 
struction. This is incidental authority which we have always had 
with respect to the public ne program, and we feel that it is essen- 
tial that we have it on Reserve facilities program. 

Mr. Brooks. Any questions on that particular section ? 

( No response. ) 

Mr. Brooks. If not, we tentatively approve that. 

Now take up section 6. 

Mr. Ducanper. Section 6, as written : 

There are authorized to be appropriated such sums as may be necessary for 
the purposes of this act, but appropriations for facilities projects authorized by 
section 3 for the respective Reserve components of the Armed Forces may not 
exceed— 

(1) for Department of the Navy: Naval and Marine Corps Reserve, 
$11,892,000; and 
(2) for Department of the Air Force: 
(a) Air Force Reserve— 
I will stop here to point out that this figure should be $5,054,000, 
because you remember, Mr. Chairman— 

Mr. Brooks. That is the reduction we had. 

Mr. Ducanprer. We had some reductions in line items here. 

Mr. Brooks. That is right. 

Mr. Ducanpber. That is a correct figure, is it not? 

Mr. Dernincer. That is right. 

Mr. Ducanper. $5,054,000. 

(b) Air National Guard of the United States, $11,976,000. 


General Witson. That should be changed. 

Mr. Brooxs. Is that changed / 

Mr. Ducanprer. What should that be changed to now ? 

General Witson. Let me see. Can I furnish that to you? It is 
approximately $750,000 

Mr. Detnincer. That is changed by those three projects, added by 
the committee. 

Mr. Ducanprer. By those three projects which have to be added on 
here. 

General Witson. It is around $12,600,000. But as to the exact 
figure, I will have to furnish it. 

Mr. Brooks. We agreed to put those three projects in separate 
language. 

General Witson. All right, sir, whatever-—— 

Mr. Brooks. It seems to me those three projects ought to be in 
subsection 4. 

So let’s set this amount, first, and then we go back to those three 
projects. 

General Witson. All right, sir. 
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Mr. Ducanver. Then you wanted to change, as I understand, Mr. 
Chairman, this section to strike out all of line 1 and line 2, put a 
period—no, you just strike those two lines, and capitalize “A” in 
appropriations. 

Mr. Brooxs. It will read “Appropriations for facilities projects 
authorized by section 3 for the respective Reserve components of the 
Armed Forces, may not exceed.” 

Mr. Ducanper. Right. 

Mr. Brooxs. Then 1, 2,3; is that right? 

Mr. Ducanver. Right. 

Is that satisfactory ¢ 

Mr. Mayer. That is correct. 

Mr. Brooks. That is all right. 

Mr. Ducanper. Fine. 

Mr. Brooxs. Now did you get that figure for the Air National 
Guard? You better get it while the general is here. 

Mr. Ducanper. Do you have it with you? 

Mr. Derntncer. I have the three figures that we got off your project 
sheets, General Wilson. 

Mr. Ducanper. Why don’t you add them? We will make a note 
of it here. Then 

Mr. Detnincer. Rather than take the time of the committee, can 
we insert the figure in the record ? 

Mr. Brooks. All right. 

Mr. Dernincer. We will add them up here. 

Mr. Brooks. What were the three items that we agreed to put in, 
but in different language ? 

General Witson. Millford Point, A. C. and W. facility. Wellesley, 
Mass., aircraft control and warning, operational and training facility. 

Westchester County Airport, N. Y., increased aircraft parking 
facility. 

Those are the three facilities. 

Mr. Brooks. Do you have those three, Mr. Ducander ? 

Mr. Ducanper. I don’t; but General Wilson told me he would 
furnish the language. 

General Wiztson. The whole thing. 

Mr. Detnincer. We will furnish the proper category for the items. 

Mr. Brooxs. Why couldn’t that. be put under section 4, on page 11 
of the bill, as an exception ? 

Mr. Ducanper. To3? 

Mr. Brooks. To 3. Where you say, “are funded from appropria- 
tions made before the date of enactment of this act,” and just say 
“excepting the following projects in the following amount.” 

Mr. Dernincer. I believe, sir—I am not a lawyer, but I believe there 
would be a technicality there, in that there would nowhere be authority 
to appropriate funds. You see, it still requires new appropriations. 

Mr. Brooxs. We have the authority already. All we are doing is 
extending the authority. 

Mr. Mayer. Yes, that is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Brooks. It could be worded so, couldn’t it, so we would say the 
authority for the following 3 projects is hereby extended 1 year? 

Mr. Ducanper. But, Mr. Chairman, I see what Mr. Deininger is 
talking about. The Air Guard’s appropriations are going to run 
out on June 30 of this year. 
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Mr. Mayer. That is right. 

Mr. Brooks. Yes. 

Mr. Ducanper. Then when you write this in, he has to go back 
to the Appropriations Committee for these three items. — 

General Witson. We have to go back to the appropriations. 

Mr. Detnincer. So you would have to have language in here to 
authorize the appropriations for it, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. We have no authority to reappropriate the money ? 

Mr. Ducanprr. No. 

General Wiison. No, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. If the money runs out, it is too bad. But we do have 
authority to extend the authorization. 

Mr. Ducanper. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. Why can’t we extend it in just the way we suggested ? 
Then your authorization would continue regardless of your appro- 
priations. 

Mr. Mayer. That is right, sir. The authorization would continue, 
but then we would have to get the appropriations through the usual 
procedures. 

Mr. Brooxs. You are going to have to do it anyway. 

General Wuson. You are going to have to do it anyway. 

Mr. Ducanoer. The chairman’s point is, Why couldn’t you work 
in the 8 authorizations of General Wilson’s as an exception to sub- 
section 3 of section 4? 

Mr. Mayer. Yes, we can do that, certainly. 

Mr. Ducanper. Without increasing the total in the back ? 

Mr. Dernincer. Mr. Chairman—— 

Mr. Brooks. Just off the record and for the committee here. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Brooks. Go ahead, sir. 

Mr. Detntncer. May we go back on the record, sir? 

Mr. Brooks. Sure. 

Mr. Dernincer. I would like to suggest this. I think we under- 
stand what the chairman desires and we are certainly sympathetic 
with it. 

I think, however, we had better verify that we are doing it in the 
way here that will let General Wilson build these things—verify 
it with Assistant Secretary McNeil’s attorneys, who can verify that 
this will constitute valid authorization against which appropriations, 
if they are given, can be used. 

We wouldn’t want to get into a box where we wouldn’t have the 
proper language. 

Mr. Brooxs. Is there any objection on the part of any of the 
members of the committee to treat that that way, writing it in as an 
exception ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Brooks. If not, will you verify it with our own counsel, too, as 
well as Mr. McNeil. 

Mr. Dernincer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. Then we can place the language in there. 

Now, that brings us to the two items 

Mr. Ducanper. The last section, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Brooks. All right, the last section. 
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Mr. Ducanper. Section 7. 


Any of the amounts named in section 3 of this act may, in the discretion of the 
Secretary of Defense, be increased by 15 percent, but the total cost for all projects 
authorized for the Naval and Marine Corps Reserve, the Air Force Reserve, and 
the Air National Guard of the United States may not exceed the amounts named 
in clauses 1, 2 (a), and 2 (b) of section 6, respectively. 

Mr. Brooks. Now, there is no objection, I suppose to that. 

One witness appeared before the subcommittee asking for a larger 
amount than 15 percent. From what I have heard, I believe the com- 
mittee would just want to treat them all alike, and provide for a 15 
percent additional that is better than their project estimate. 

If there is no objection, we will approve section 7 as written. 

Now, I would like at this time to take up the matter that we were 
discussing earlier today. What do you wish to do in reference to the 
Army National Guard and the Army Reserve? There is no money 
at all in this bill for either one of them. 

Mr. Winsteap. Mr. Chairman, I haven’t heard all the testimony. 
Have they given any reason why all the other services are included— 
those two ? 

Mr. Brooks. They are holding back on the Army Reserve, and they 
have enough money, they said, held back to go ahead with the program 
without any additional funds. That is substantially what has been 
said. , 

My thought is this, and I would be very frank to the committee: 
We are going to be in some difficulty if we go to the floor of the House 
with no money at all for the Army Guard and no money for the Army 
Reserve. 

The actual backlog of armory projects in the Army and the National 
Guard is greater than for any other branch of the service. 

The Air Force made a very good case showing its program, how it 
has progressed, and I think they are over the hill, and they are nearing 
the end of their program. 

The Navy certainly is reaching the end of its program and will finish 
up next year or the following year. 

But the Army and the Army Guard program is far from being 
completed. 

That is the weakness of this situation. 

Mr. Winsteap. It would certainly seem to me, if we go back to the 
testimony we had from the Chief of Staff and the Secretary of De- 
fense and all the military leaders on this Reserve Act, National Guard 
and all our Army Reserves, the whole commotion 2 years ago was 
about building up an Army Reserve. Now, we come in here at this 
hour and every time we move it looks like it is going in the opposite 
direction. I just don’t quite understand it. I don’t mind going to 
the floor of the House with it if I have anything to go with it. 

Mr. Ducanver. Have you copies of that statement to give all the 
members of the committee ’ 

Mr. Ducanper. [ handed it out. 

Mr. Brooks. Did you? 

Mr. Ducanper. I don’t know whether Mrs. St. George got a copy. 

Mr. Brooks. That is the Army statement. ; 

Mr. Ducanper. The Army National Guard. 

Mr. Brooxs. Mr. Devereux hasone. Give me one. 

Mr. Ducanper. All right, sir. Here is the original. 

















7003 


You might find out what the attitude of the Defense Department 
would be, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Brooks. You are representing the Defense Department here. 
What would be the attitude of the Defense Department if this com- 
mittee puts in a limited amount for construction, Reserve construc- 
tion for the Army and the—Army Reserve and the Army National 
Guard. 

Mr. Dernincer. May I answer that question this w ays sir: We rec- 
ognize that there is an additional requirement for National Guard 
armories over and above what we have presently authorized and 
appropriated for. 

The same is true of the Army Reserve. 

We feel that the programs that have been laid down, the obliga- 
tion objectives for fiscal year 1959, are sound and will produce a 
rei ak and efficient program. 

We feel that to put specific projects into this bill for those two 
components prior to the time that the new troop basis under the pen- 
tomic division and the distribution of units which General Shuler 
referred to—prior to the time that those plans are crystalized, that 
we know exactly where these things should go, and the precise size 
of them—it is just premature to put it in this bill. 

We would say this. And Mr, Bryant approved this before I left 
the office today. If the Army gets that worked out with the States 
in the case of the National Guard and in the case of its own Army 
Reserve during this summer and fall season, that we would be pre- 
pared to come in with a supplemental project authorization bill on 
a line item basis at the very opening of the next session of Congress. 
We would feel then that we had a solid basis on which to come in and 
ask this committee to approve specific line items. 

Mr. Brooks. In the meantime, if we put limited amounts for each 
one of them, what harm would be done? 

Mr. Drernincer. I can’t say, sir, that there would be any real harm 
done, because I feel sure that the Secret: wy of Defense would still 
want the firm troop basis and distribution of these units before he 
would feel that under his responsibility he could authorize the bricks 
and mortar for the project. 

Mr. Brooks. Didn't he make a recent release in which he told the 
governors down in Florida that there would be no change in the num- 
ber of units and no change in the troop basis? 

Mr. Detnincer. I am not acquainted with any such statement, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. I saw a release in the press. 

Mr. Ducanprer. No change in the number of the divisions. 

Mr. Winsreap. Divisions. 

Mr. Brooks. Didn't he say there would be no change in the troop 
basis ? 

Mr. Ducanper. No, sir; that was the sleeper. 

Mr. Brooks, That is the sleeper? 

Mr. Ducanper. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Winsteap. Now, I am not throwing this at the witness. But 
it sounds mighty to me like that they will hold the thing up until 
the governors get in line with the Defense Department recommenda- 
tions on the National Guard business, and then they consider giving 
them a little more for armories. I am not saying that to our present 
witness, because he is not the man necessar ily to make those decisions. 
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Mr. Brooks. I can say this now. I am certainly not actuated by 
self-interest, because there is not a recommendation in the list before 
you for the National Guard for my own State of Louisiana, not one. 

I am just openminded on this whole thing. 

Mr. Deverevx. I might say I don’t see anything in here for Mary- 
land. 

Mrs, St. Grorcr. I might say, Mr. Chairman, that in the whole 
State of New York there are only four. So I don’t think any of us 
will get much out of this. 

Mr. Ducanper. This isn’t going anywhere. [Laughter. ] 

Mr. Winsteap. This is not a question of where they don’t because 
it doesn’t amount to much, except it is a terrific blow to the guard 
and reserve force. It is not very well timed, at least. 

Mr. Brooks. I tell you what we do, if we have time. Let us do 
this. Let us consider the two items that we held up. One of them 
is Alvin Callender. What is the other? 

Mr. Ducanper. San Jose, Calif. 

Mr. Brooks. San Jose, Calif. Dispose of those and then go in 
executive session and decide what to do. 

Thank you very much, sir. We appreciate the help of both of 
you. 

Mr. Dernincer. You- are welcome, and thank you Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Brooxs. Now, who was it here who was presenting the Alvin 
Callender and San Jose case ? 

Mr. Ducanper. Captain Etter. 

Captain Errer. Mr. Chairman, Commander Swope is here, rep- 
resenting Admiral Taylor. 

Mr. Ducanper.’ Page 4, line 10. It is a passed-over item. 

Mr. Brooxs. Now, Captain, in considering the Alvin Callendar 
Field item, we agreed to strike out $6,000. Was that all out of Alvin 
Callender ? 

Captain Errer. Six thousand dollars, Mr. Chairman, for land, 
sir. 

Mr. Brooks. That is right, $6,000. 

Mr. Ducanper. How much would that reduce it, then, Captain? 

Captain Errer. You mean what would be the total cost it would 
be reduced to? 

Mr. Ducanper. Yes. 

Captain Errer. $2,447,000. 

Mr. Brooxs. What about this particular facility which came under 
question as costing a large amount per square foot ¢ 

Mr. Ducanper. It was the administration building, Captain. 

Captain Errer. I don’t think the item we were discussing at the 
time was the cost so much per square foot as it was why so many 
square feet per man. 

Mr. Brooks. Well, that, and it seemed to me there was a figure of 
$34 a square foot. 

Captain Errer. Not for the administration building, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

As you will recall, the $34 a foot was for the auditorium and 
gymnasium, which also included the pile foundations, the equipment, 
utilities, and services. The total cost of the structure, completely 
equipped and ready to operate, was $34 per square foot. 














7005 


Mr. Brooks. Isn’t that rather excessive ? 

Captain Errer. No, sir; not whenever you consider that this is a 
multipurpose structure in the sense that this auditorium will be 
used both as a theater, as a chapel, and as a gymnasium, and it re- 
quires all these various multipurpose equipments. Actually, the cost 
is about the average across the board, without that. 

Mr. Brooks. What did the one over there at Annapolis cost the 
Navy? I saw that last Sunday. It is the same sort of facility. Per 
square foot, I mean, what did it cost ? 

Captain Errer. You are talking about the fieldhouse, sir? 

Mr. Brooks. Yes. 

Captain Errer. I think that structure ran around $30, Mr. Chair- 
man, somewhere around $30 at today’s prices. 

Mr. Brooks. It isa nice building. 

Captain Errer. Yes, sir; it is an excellent building. 

Again, that cost, however, was due to the fact that it has an en- 
vironmental requirement to fit in the Naval Academy atmosphere, 
and is a large, open, high-cubage structure. 

Mr. Brooks. And it ran $30? 

Captain Errer. Yes, sir; I am quite sure it is around that figure, 
at today’s prices. 

Mr. Brooks. Mrs. St. George, you have any questions? You were 
a member of the Board of Visitors. 

Mrs. Sr. Grorce. Yes, I was, Mr. Chairman. It seems to me—I 
was looking over the book here to refresh my memory. I don’t see 
that there is very much objection to this. It says here that it is man- 
datory to provide more effective air navigation system. It is on 
page 22 of the book. I don’t believe we can quarrel too much with it. 
I would be inclined to pass it. 

Mr. Brooks. Well, is there any objection, then, to the item, with 
the $6,000 stricken out? The item is $2,447,000. 

(No response. ) 

Mr. sg If not, we will approve the item. 

Mrs. Sr. Grorcr. What is the amount, the final amount? 

Mr. iescaiiidan: $2,447,000. 

Mrs. Sr. Grorar. $2,447,000 7 

Mr. Ducanprer. Yes, ma’am. 

Mr. Brooks. All right. 

Mr. Ducanper. The next item is page 6, line 9, Naval and Marine 
Corps Reserve Training Center, San Jose, Calif., land acquisition, 
$78,000. 

The subcommittee passed this over and asked me to check with the 
real estate committee, which had previously approved this project. 

I checked with Mr. Kelleher, and he tells me that the real estate 
committee approved this project on the basis that the parking lot, 
which was under discussion before the subcommittee at the last meet- 
ing, was going to be used not only as a parking lot but as a Marine 
Corps rifle range, and that as a consequence the real estate subcom- 
mittee felt that it was justified to approve what we consider t»> be an 
excessive amount for that item. 

Mr. Brooks. What was that, $9,000 an acre? 

Mr. Ducanver. I forget. It was 2.6111 acres. 

Captain Errer. It averaged $8,935 an acre, Mr. Chairman. 








Mr. Brooks. What is it per acre ¢ 

Mr. Ducanper. $8,935 per acre. 

Mr. Brooks. $8,935 per acre. 

Mr. Ducanpver. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. And how many acres, four / 

Mr. TrencKeEN. 8.73, total. 

Mr. Brooxs. 8.73 ¢ 

Mr. Trencken. Yes, sir; 2.61 was in the parking. 

Mr. Ducanper. Was in the parking lot 

Mr. TreNcKEN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Well, that is it. It is high-priced land, there is no 
— about it. I hope that the Navy makes a special effort to get 

yay from these high-priced areas. 

Mrs. Sr. Grorcr. Mr. Chairman, if I might say so—This is off 
the record. 

(Further statement off the record. ) 

Mr. Brooxs. And I will say this: 

Of course, the other committee passed on it, and I think for that 
reason I am disposed to go along with it. 

Mrs. Sr. Groree. Oh, yes. 

Mr. Brooks. But I want to say this, that this is not only a parking 
area for automobiles, it is a rifle range, and it is right in the heart 
of a city, too. 

Now, if you can get a combination that threatens to give trouble 
more so than that does, I just don’t know how you would line them 
up that way. 

Mr. Ducanver. Could I also say, Mr. Chairman, that I hope the 
Congress will always be as generous with its permanent employees 
in the matter of parking as it is with its one drill per week reservists. 

{ Laughter. | 

Mr. Brooks. Well, then, if there is no objection, we will approve 
that one. 

Mr. Ducanper. That is the only other held-over item, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Mr. Brooks. Now the committee will go into executive session to 
discuss this other matter. 

Mr. Swore. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Brooks. Thank you, gentlemen, for coming here. 

(Whereupon, at 4:45 p. m., the subcommittee proceeded in execu- 
tive session. ) 


Hovusk or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTER ON ARMED SERVICES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE No. 1, 
Washington, D. C., Monday, June 10, 1958. 


The subcommittee met, pursuant to adsousemnant, at 2 p. m., the 
Honorable Overton Brooks, chairman of the subcommittee presiding. 

Mr. Brooxs. The committee will please come to order. 

Do you have a copy of the bill we are handling, Mr. Ducander ? 

Mr. Ducanper. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. This is 12369, a bill to provide ad litional facilities 
necessary for the administration and training of units of the Reserve 
components of the Armed Forces of the United States. 
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This bill has been read by the committee and we have approved 
it, as is. However, we have reduced it to some extent through com- 
mittee action. 

Mr. Ducanper. There were then some withdrawals by the Depart- 
ment. 

Mr. Brooks. How much was the withdrawal ? 

Mr. Ducanper. A rapid computation is $1,210,000. 

Mr. Brooks. So we have reduced it by $1,216,000, roughly, over 
what it was originally and we have also made one change there. 
That was a change on page 11 at subsection 3. Do you have the 
language on that ? 

Mr. Ducanprer. The amendment would be on page 11, line 11. 
Change the period to a semicolon, insert the world “or” and add the 
following subsection : 

(c) The following facilities for the Air National Guard of the United States: 
(1) Milford Point, Connecticut, operational and training facilities, $337,000: 
(2) Wellesley, Massachusetts, operational and training facilities, $819,000; (3) 
Westchester County Airport, White Plains, New York, operational and train- 
ing facilities, $105,000. 

Mr. Brooxs. Those three items, when they are mentioned in that 
way in the bill, that will mean that we have amended the bill so 
as to continue the authorization, preventing the authorization from 
running out which otherwise would be the case. 

Mr. Ducanper. Exactly. 

Mr. Brooks. That will continue the authorization for 1 year? 

Mr. Ducanper. It will continue it now on the same basis as all the 
other line items. 

Mr. Brooks. All the others are for 2 years / 

Mr. Ducanper. No, sir; these line item authorizations are con- 
tinued indefinitely until funded. It is only those on page 11, only 
those that have been the subject of prior consultation with the com- 
mittee, that expire in 2 years. 

Mr. Brooks. These line items are indefinite ¢ 

Mr. Ducanper. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. I thought we provided all of them should be funded 
in 2 years. 

Mr. Ducanper. No, sir. It is just those that have been subject 
to consultation with the committees of Congress and we have a good 
number of them. 

Mr. Brooks. The reason for the amendment is that these three par- 
ticular items have been the subject of prior consideration by the 
committee, but they have not yet been funded and we don’t want 
them to run out. 

Mr. Ducanper. One is Milford Point, Conn. The second is Welles- 
ley, Mass. And the third is Westchester County Airport, N. Y. 

‘Mr. Brooxs. There is only one in New York, so I am sure there is 
no objection to that arrangement, and the committee has already ap- 
proved it. 

The purpose of the hearing this afternoon was that we have here a 
bill which recommends authorizations for the Navy Reserve, for avia- 
tion, for Navy surface, the Air Force Reserve, and the Air National 
Guard, but there is nothing in this measure which would authorize 
anything for the Army Reserve, or the Army National Guard. 
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The purpose of this meeting this afternoon is to decide whether or 
not this committee wishes to add an item for the Army Reserve and 
an item for the Army National Guard, or whether this committee 
wishes to vote the bill through the full committee to the House with- 
out any money whatsoever for the Army Reserve or the Army National 
Guard. 

Mr. Bray. What is the situation if there are no line items for these 
in the bill, Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Brooks. The situation is this, that in the future all items author- 
ized will be line items. We will handle it just like we do the bill 
covering the public works for the military. It must be by line items. 
We will, however, have a cutting-off point. That which is the subject 
of prior committee action will not require line items, but as those items 
run out, everything in the future will be required as a line item in the 
bill and will be approved by the committee as a line item. 

Mr. Bray. Are there witnesses here for the Army National Guard? 

Mr. Ducanper. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. We have many witnesses. 

At the last meeting, we had a showing as to the needs of the Army 
Reserve and the Army National Guard. Some of the members of the 
committee were not present. My thought is today that briefly we 
could hear a representative from the Army Reserve, one from the 
Army National Guard, and then we can take up the question of 
whether or not we wish to place an item for each one in the bill. 

Who do we have here in the Army Reserve ? 

Mr. Ducanper. General Palladino. 

Mr. Brooks. General, you were here the other day and we were 
pleased to have you. 

General Patiaprno. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Some of the members of the subcommittee couldn’t be 
present the other day, so we wanted this additional information this 
afternoon from you in brief, as to the needs of the Army Reserve facil- 
ities construction program, from the viewpoint of the Army Reserve. 
Then also from the viewpoint of the Army National Guard. 

Could you briefly tell the committee—if you repeat it will be all 
right, because as I say, some of us were not here. 

‘What are the needs of the Army Reserve in a lump sum? In the 
overall picture ¢ 

General Patiaprno. Mr. Chairman, it might be easier if I repeat 
some of the statements I made here at the last meeting. 

Mr. Brooks. That will be all right, sir. 

General Patiaprno. We had a chart. I don’t happen to have a 
copy of the chart here. It was on the statement, which gave a status 
of our construction, as it stood. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. May I straighten myself out here before the gen- 
eral star‘s? Now we are adopting a new policy, as I understand it. 

Mr. Brooks. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. And no longer will the lists come up to us showing 
the various armories that are ‘being cleared and we clear them as a 
committee and then send it back to the Pentagon and they start on 
their way for money ? 

Mr. Brooks. No, the future policy will be to send us a book in- 
cluding the line items. For instance, Batavia, N. Y., training facili- 
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ties for $171,000. That will come out as a line item. We will approve 
that or disapprove it. If we approve it, it goes back and then when 
the purchase for land is made, they clear it in the usual way. 

Mr. Van Zanvt. Through following the usual routine ? 

Mr. Ducanper. Only to this extent: In the past, the committee has 
authorized a lump sum to the Department of Defense. The only hold 
the committee had on it after we authorized the lump-sum authoriza- 
tion was that they submitted the projects to the committee for con- 
sultation. We farmed them out to the committee members and if we 
heard no objection in 30 days, then it was all right for the Depart- 
ment to go ahead. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Then the new policy is, instead of the lump-sum 
authorization they will now submit to us the projects. 

Mr. Ducanper. That are in the bill, just Vike in the public works 
bill. 

Mr. Bray. I would like to ask this question: How about armory 
construction? I specifically refer to the National Guard facilities. 
In each instance the State has appropriated their money and there 
has been established a priority. 

Mr. Brooks. $35 million in the hands of the States at the present 
time for use in armory National Gurd construction. 

Mr. Bray. For instance, what is going to be and what is the status 
of those armories for which, in the past, the States have appropriated 
money and which were already in the bill as drawn by the Defense 
Department temporarily—reappropriating the money? How about 
those armories? The reason I ask that question is that I notice here 
the armory in Valparaiso. I notice in my own State there are three 
armories that already have been approved. 

Mr. Brooxs. Approved by the committee. If they are approved 
by the committee, they are still approved. That is the reason why 
we took the armories in three particular installations. They were in 
such shape that the approval would run out before the money could 
be spent and that is because the money was not handed to the Depart- 
ment in time to be spent before the end of the fiscal year. So as to 
protect those three and they wouldn’t be lost, we put them in the bill, 
especially. But other than that, every single item that has been ap- 
proved by the committee for which funds have been voted, is O. K. 

Mr. Bray. I don’t know whether I should pursue this with the 
general at this time, but before we finish with this matter, I do want 
to find out the status of those projects. 

Mr. Ducanper. Mr. Bray, we have Colonel Taylor here from the 
National Guard Bureau. Following the general, we will have him up. 

Mr. Bray. Thank you. 

Mr. Brooks. Let me suggest this: There is here, and I think you will 
find it upon every desk, a mimeographed statement and you will find 
a chart on the back of that with a diagram showing the need of Reserve 
Forces facilities. That, however, is the Defense Department and I 
think there is a similar chart covering the National Guard and the Re- 
serve somewhere. 

Mr. Bray. I wish to call attention to the fact that that does not give 
any specific units or States. 

Mr. Brooks. We are just trying to establish the overall need for a 
ec for the Reserve, for the Army and for the Army National 
Guard. 
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Mr. Ducanper. These mimeographed copies that you have before 
you, one entitled “ Army Reserve, United States Army Reserve Cen- 
ters,” and the other, “Army National Guard Armories,” are the lists of 
the priority projects of the Army National Guard and the Army Re- 
serve that the committee at its last meeting asked the Department to 
send up here as a possible amendment to this bill. 

Mr. Brooks. Let the general go ahead. I think he can clear up 
everything very briefly. 

General Patiapino. Mr. C hairman, you have a copy of the statement 
which was inserted in the record and if you will turn to chart 1 on the 
back, there, I think you will be able to follow my remarks much easier 
and then I will refer to chart 2 when I complete chart 1. 

You will note on this chart 1 that no new construction starts in this 
program were made until fiscal year 1953. During the period up to 
1953, 45 centers were completed from funds which were made available 
under Public Law 218 for fiscal year 1950. In fiscal year 1953, there 
were 31 construction starts. There are only 10 in 1954, and 16 in 1955. 
In fiscal year 1956, we had 58 construction starts and. in fiscal yea 
1957 we had 65 starts. This gave the United States Army Reserve 
a grand total of 180 centers constructed or under construction by the 
end of fiscal year 1957 under Public Law 783. 

During fiscal year 1958 we plan an estimated 83 new starts. Of 
these, 59 were under eénstruction as of this noon. That is, contracts 
have been awarded. 

Mr. Brooks. Fifty-nine or forty-nine / 

General Pattapino. Fifty-nine at noon today have been awarded. 

Mr. Brooks. As of noon today, 59? 

General Patiapino. That is right, sir. 

Accomplishment. in new centers started in fiscal year 1957 and in 
1958, that will be equal to 128 percent of the awards for the previous 
6 years. 

I am pleased to report that we have placed twenty-six, 1-unit modi- 
fied—that is 100-man armories or centers under construction, and ad- 
ditional ones are scheduled for award. This is another step forward 
because these smaller buildings are located in communities where it is 
often difficult, if not impossible, to locate adequate leased space. 

Now, this second chart gives you a brief summation of the status 
of our construction funds under Public Law 783. Up to this date, a 
total of $105 million have been appropriated. You will note that by 
the end of fiscal year 1957 we had obligated $54 million of the $70 
million’ which had been appropriated. 

At the end of the third quarter of fiscal year 1958, we had obligated 
a total of $62 million. The total estimate obligation for fisce al year 
1958 is $21 million, which will bring us to a total of $75 million 
obligated by the end of fiscal year 1958. It is anticipated that $25 mil- 
lion of the remaining funds will be obligated in fiscal year 1959 and 
the balance of four-million-six-hundred- and-ninety-five-thousand- 
odd dollars will be obligated in fiscal year 1960, 

Now, that is the status of our construction at the moment, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Brooks. That is the status of construction, but what about the 
status of your needs? What kind of overall program do you have 
need for ? 
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General Patiaprno. That is right, sir. 

We feel that what I have explained to you up to now and the money 
that has been appropriated up to now will only take care of about 
49 percent of our needs. We feel that we have gone about halfway 
through the program with this money, and starts. 

Mr. Brooks. That is 50 percent of your needs? 

General Patiaptno. Just about. 

Mr. Brooks. And you have spent how much money ¢ 

General Patuaptno. That will make a total expenditure of $105 
million, plus the amount that was spent under that previous law 218. 
We don’t have the fund figures. 

Mr. Ducanper. About $16 million. 

General Pattapino. About $16 million. 

Mr. Brooks. That would be about $122 million ? 

General Patiapino. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. If then construction remained the same, your needs 
would be for about $121 million more? 

General Patiapino. That is right. 

Mr. Brooxs. And your need is for about twice the number of 
armories you have at the present time ? 

General Paraprino. That is our analysis, spacewise. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Give us a target date on the completion of the 
ultimate number, a year, 2 years, at your present pace. 

General Patiapino. We have to figure the new troop program will 
take about 2 years to implement. I would say maybe 5 years or so 
at the most, around there. 

Mr. Brooks. May I say for the benefit of the committee that when 
the Navy testified it was shown that the Navy needed $25 million more 
and that the Navy at the present rate could easily finish in 2 years. 
It was shown that the Air Force was in excellent shape, as I remem- 
ber—85 or 90 percent of the construction had been met, and the Marine 
Corps was all right, but it was shown that the Army Reserve, it would 
take 5 or 6 years to finish up. Is that correct ? 

General Paiiaptno. I would prefer to take that time so we could 
build where we want to build and not rush into this thing. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Isn't it true, Mr. Chairman, that the Army just 
about started from scratch in this program ? 

General Patiaprno. As far as the Army Reserve is concerned, we 
started absolutely from scratch. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Whereas the Navy started immediately after World 
War IT, the Marines did the same thing, and the Air Force started in 
1949 or 1950. 

Mr. Brooks. Unless we give you further authorization in this bill, 
the Army Reserve program will have to live off of the fat already 
obtained. In other words, the authorization is already approved. 

General Pattaptno. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. And will continue until that is consumed. 

Now, do you have a copy of this list here entitled “Army Reserve 
(U.S. Army Reserve Centers),” with the first item being “Batavia, 
N. Y., training facilities, $171,000” ? 

General PaLLapino. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Is that a list of the immediate priority facilities of 
the Army Reserve ? 
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General Patiapino. That is right. This list is for $5 million, and 
every one of these projects are fully justified projects that we could 
build immediately in case we had the funds and the authorization. 

Mr. Brooks. Tell me this: Does this list have priority? Does it 
have a high priority in Reserve construction on your part? 

General Patiaprno. It definitely has a high priority, but we have 
others in the mill now that have a higher priority than this particular 
list. 

Mr. Brooxs. But you mean this list has the highest priority of those 
not in the mill ? 

General Patuaprino. That is right, sir. The least amount of this 
list—the weakest in the list is 99 percent qualified. By that I mean 
if it is a 100-man armory, 99 men are already in that unit training 
in that particular town. 

Mr. Brooks. This list has priority for early construction, and it is 
a list submitted at the request of the committee, by yourself, from the 
Army Reserve; is that correct ? 

General Patiapino. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Now, this will total $5 million ? 

General Patiaprno. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. Now, can you tell us about the Army National Guard? 

Mr. Ducanper. That is Colonel Taylor. 

Mr. Brooxs. Before‘ you leave, General, we have some questions. 

Mrs. St. Grorce. This list, you say, is not your first priority list? 

General Patuaptno. That is right. 

Mrs. St. Grorce. Where is that list, Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Brooxs. This isa priority list. 

Mrs. St. Gorge. The top priority, though. 

Mr. Ducanper. The others have already been authorized. 

General Patiapino. The top-priority items are those we already 
have the money for and are already in the bill. You have approved 
them. 

Mr. Brooks. This is the top priority for the unauthorized projects 

General Patuaprno. That is right. 

Mr. Brooxs. There is nothing higher on your list of unauthorized 
projects than these ? 

General Patiapino. That is right. 

Mrs. St. Grorer. Would the General like to see these authorized? I 
guess that is the whole argument. 

General Patiapino. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. If we don’t proceed with these items, will the Reserve 
training program suffer, or the Army ? 

General Pauiwrno. It will vuiter i in that it will hold us that much 
further back. In other words, we have projects ready to go for next 
year, but then we will consume-those projects and we will be looking 
for further authorizations to get going on. 

Mr. Brooxs. Mr. Ducander, do you have any questions ? 

Mr. Ducanper. Just 1 or 2, just to clear the record. 

On the list you have submitted, General, Batavia, N. Y., is your num- 
ber one priority project not already authorized ? 

General Pautuapino. No, sir. 

Mr. Ducanper. You have just listed these alphabetically / 
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General Pattaprno. This is listed alphabetically, that is correct. 

I could give you the priorities if you want them. 

Mr. Ducanper. You have already cleared that up. The last one, 
“Land acquisition ; training facilities, $419,000,” can you explain that? 

General Patiaprno. That is a blank authorization for all these 
projects. By having a blank authorization we can go into any of 
these particular localities and pick up the land as fast as we can get it. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Either a little cheaper or more costly ? 

General PatLapino. We hope a little cheaper. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Mr. Chairman, I move at this time we include the 
recommended Army Reserve Training Center list in the bill. 

Mr. Brooks. Asa separate paragraph ¢ 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Yes. 

Mr. Brooxs. You have heard the motion. Any further questions 
from the witness? Is there any objection to including this as a sepa- 
rate paragraph in the proper place in the bill? If not, it is so ordered 
and we will include this $5 million worth of construction for the Army 
Reserve centers. 

Thank you very much, General. 

We will take up the National Guard now. Colonel Taylor, you 
have the information on the National Guard and you can see what we 
wish in the way of information from the Army Reserve. Could you 
give us the same information for the Army National Guard ¢ 

Colonel Taytor. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Chairman, I did not bring along any charts. If you so desire, 
I can give you a very short and quick résumé of the National Guard 
situation. 

Mr. Brooxs. Tell us what the guard still needs in its training pro- 
gram and how many armories have been constructed and how many 
are in the course of being constructed. 

Colonel Taytor. Very well, sir. 

At the end of June 1957, or fiscal year 1957, there had been 972 
armories constructed or placed under contract which left a require- 
ment of 932 to be constructed. It is planned and programed for this 
fiscal year that 94 armories will be constructed, leaving a balance, then, 
for future years of 838 to be constructed. 

Mr. Brooxs. Now, of the 900 which have already been constructed, 
how many have been constructed under this Federal program and how 
many under the State program if you could tell us? 

Colonel Taytor. Sir, approximately 900 were found to be adequate 
at the time of the original survey in 1952. There have been 932 con- 
structed under this program since the passage of this Public Law 783. 

Mr. Brooxs. You have 1,800 armories now under the program, 900 
constructed by the States and 900 constructed under this program ? 

Colonel Tayior. That is correct, sir, approximately. 

Mr. Brooks. You need about 900 more and you hope to get 100 
this year? 

Colonel Taytor. Yes, sir; 94 this year in the program. 

Mr. Brooxs. So that you will need about 800 more to complete 
your program ? 

Colonel Taytor. In round numbers; yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. Under. the present rate of construction, how long 
will your program continue to run before you have the needed guard 
facilities ? 
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Colonel Tayxor. Sir, I have not projected that out. This year, 
however, we expect to construct 94 armories for approximately $12 
million, and for fiscal year 1959 it has been established that there 
will be $813 million of construction for 74 projects. At that rate, a 
good number of years will be required. 

Mr. Brooxs. You would say at least 6 or 8 or maybe 10 years? 

Colonel Tayxior. All of that at that rate; yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. Do the States have money available for use in match- 
ing funds for Reserve facilities at this time 

Colonel Tayior. Sir, the States have reported to the National 
Guard Bureau that they have State matching funds made available 
by the State legislatures in excess of $35 million at this time. 

Mr. Brooks. The Governor of Illinois, who headed the Governors’ 
Conference and who appeared before the subcommittee, confirmed 
that and said that some of the States were very anxious to proceed 
with the construction program. Is that right? 

Colonel Taytor. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Then there is nothing in this bill authorizing addi- 
tional construction facilities, and I believe that this subcommittee 
would want to put something in the bill for National Guard con- 
struction. If that is the case, have you need for additional facilities, 
we will say, of some $3 million / 

Colonel Tayxor. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. Who testified you needed $20 million this coming year 

Colonel Taytor. Sir, the National Guard Bureau furnished this 
committee, as you know, a list of armory projects totaling $20 million 
last week during the appearance of the National Guard Bureau, and 
also a list of nonarmory projects totaling $3 million, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Unless we put something i in the bill, there is nothing 
now in the bill that would take care of you for any amount‘ 

Colonel Taytor. That is right. 

Mr. Brooks. Now, have you seen this list, here, called “Section 3 is 
amended by adding after line 17, page 3: ‘(1) For Department. of 
the Army: Army ‘National Guard (Armories)’”? Have you seen 
that list ? 

Colonel Taynor. Yes, I have, sir. 

(The list is as follows :) 

Section 3 is amended by adding after line 17, page 3: 

(1) For the Department of the Army: 


“ARMY NATIONAL GUARD (ARMORIES) 


“Ackerman, Mississippi : Training facilities, $54,000. 
“Agawam, Massachusetts : Training facilities, $170,000. 
“Ashford, Alabama: Training facilities, $70,000. 
“Beckley, West Virginia : Training facilities, $200,000. 
“Belton, South Carolina : Training facilities, $122,000. 
“Berryville, Arkansas : Training facilities, $45,000. 
“Berryville, Virginia : Training facilities, $135,000. 
“Bethel, Alaska: Training facilities, $480,:)00. 
“Caldwell, Ohio: Training facilities, $135,000. 
“Calhoun, Georgia: Training facilities, $119,000. 
“Chester, Pennsylvania : Training facilities, 206,000. 
“Espanola, New Mexico: Training facilities, $57 000. 
“Fairbanks, Alaska : Training facilities, $277,000. 
“Gainesville, Texas: Training facilities, $111,000. 
“Hollister, California : Training facilities, $105,000. 
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“Honey Grove, Texas : Training facilities, $90,000. 
“Juncos, Puerto Rico: Training facilities, $38,000. 
“Livingston, Tennessee : Training facilities, $91,000. 
“Lovell, Wyoming : Training facilities, $142,000. 
“Mayaguez, Puerto Rico: Training facilities, $160,000. 
“Middleboro, Kentucky : Training facilities, $130,000. 
“Northwest St. Paul, Minnesota: Training facilities, $130,000. 
“Pitman, New Jersey : Training facilities, $175,000. 
“Rigby, Idaho: Training facilities, $57,000. 

“Salem, South Dakota: Training facilities, $150,000. 
“Saranac Lake, New York ; Training facilities, $150,000. 
“Shallotte, North Carolina : Training facilities, $95,000. 
“Smithfield, North Carolina : Training facilities, $98,000. 
“South Portland, Maine: Training facilities, $150,000. 
“Sturgis, Michigan : Training facilities, $220,000. 
“Swanton, Vermont: Training facilities, $137,000. 
“Valparaiso, Indiana: Training facilities, $188,000. 
“Whitman, Massachusetts : Training facilities, $170,000. 
“Whitmire, South Carolina : Training facilities, $99,000. 
“Winnemucca, Nevada: Training facilities, $110,000. 


“ARMY NATIONAL GUARD (NON-ARMORY) 


“Augusta, Maine: Administrative facilities, $90,000. 

“Burlington, Vetmont: Supply facilities, $208,000. 

“Camp Beauregard, Louisiana : Supply facilities, $325,000. 

“Camp Dodge, Iowa : Supply facilities, $120,000. 

“Concord, New Hampshire: Supply facilities, $145,000. 

“Kalispell, Montana : Maintenance facilities, $67,000. 

“Trenton, New Jersey : Maintenance facilities, $80,000.” 

Mr. Brooks. Is that a priority list from the National Guard Bu- 
reau ? 

Colonel Tayror. Sir, that is a list from the National Guard Bu- 
reau of armory projects which the State adjutants general have listed 
as their priority for the States on this list. 

Mr. Brooks. That enjoys topmost priority of those unauthorized 
projects on your program ¢ 

Colonel Taytor. From the States’ viewpoint; yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Now, is the money available for these projects to pro- 
ceed, if they are authorized? I mean, does the State have the money 
available? 

Mr. Brooks. But the Federal Government has not put up the 
money ? 

Colonel Taytor. State macthing funds; yes, sir. 

Colonel Taytor. That is correct. 

Mr. Brooks. And we have it authorized. 

Are there questions ? 

Mr. Bray. Yes, sir. 

Colonel, I notice there are 35 projects on that list; is that correct ? 

Colonel Taytor. State matching funds; yes, sir. 

Mr. Bray. Colonel Kibler told the Assistant Adjutant General last 
week that in Indiana there are to be two armories added to this list, 
one at Valparaiso, Ind., and one at Tell City. I notice the one at Tell 
City is not on that list but the other one is. 

I thought that total indicated an armory yesterday. I thought that 
was what they told me and I called after this hearing started and 
that was verified and Colonel Kibler had told him that both were on 
here. Have you any explanation on that ? 
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Colonel Tayxor. The list submitted to the committee for $20 mil- 
lion last week did include both Valparaiso and Tell City as 1-unit 
armories. This list includes only the Valparaiso, Ind., project which 
on this basis for this amount of money would be the priority desired 
by the Adjutant General, as I understand it. 

Mr. Bray. I see. Now, how much money was appropriated last 
year for National Guard armories—that is for fiscal year 1958—that 
was used for other purposes? That is, taken out of that fund held by 
the Department of Defense or the Bureau of the Budget, one or both, 
but anyway that was not used for that purpose. 

Colonel Tayzor. For fiscal year 1958, the Congress appropriated 
$17 million for fiscal 1958 and $3 million for nonarmory projects, 
making a total of $20 million. 

This fiscal year we have been authorized to construct in the case 
of armories for the National Guard, a total of, in round numbers, $12 
million, I believe, sir, and $2 million for nonarmory or a totai of $14 
million. The balance of that money is carried forward then into 
fiscal year 1959. 

Mr. Bray. I thought that that would be appropriated in a supple- 
mental appropriation earlier in the year. Wasn't that right, Mr. 
Ducander ? 

Mr. Ducanper. I don’t know about that, Mr. Bray. 

Mr. Bray. I think I am correct. This is all that is to be included 
in the amount limited to $5 million ? 

Colonel Taytor. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Bray. Who issued orders it would be limited to $5 million / 

Mr. Brooxs. May I say this, Mr. Bray, that this subcommittee 
asked—at least I did—I take the responsibility—of asking the Reserve 
and the National Guard to prepare a list of the priority construction 
for $5 million. 

Now, the National Guard prepared this list at our request. I notice 
they put in armory and National Guard nonarmory construction of 
$1 million. We didn’t ask for that, but I am glad we have the list. 

Mr. Bray. I am not questioning the priority Tist at all. Iam try- 
ing to get this straightened out because what I was told by the Assist- 
ant Adjutant General yesterday that there were two in there. If there 
is but one, I have to reply to him when he asks me on that. 

Mr. Brooks. We went over the whole program and that did cover 
$20 million, but what was running through the minds of some of the 
members of the subcommittee was this: Here our whole bill totals $30 
million. If we come up with an amendment recommending for the 
National Guard $20 million and then in addition maybe $10 million 
for the Reserve, we will double the size of the bill. 

Now I thought, frankly, that we ought to include something for the 
Army Reserve and the Army National Guard, but I question whether 
or not the committee would want to go along with the program of $20 
million for the Army National Guard 

Mr. Bray. I am just trying to determine the priority. Now, $5 
million for the eset and how much for the Reserves ? 





Mr. Ducanper. $5 million. That was just a figure taken out of the 
air, Mr. Bray. 
Mr. Brooks. We asked for $10 million, $5 million from each. 
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Mr. Bray. We have those 2 armories and for 3 or 4 more money has 
been appropriated, the plans drawn and the land purchased by the 
State or by the local entities, andan both of these projects money was 
appropri iated for them in the last fiscal year, and I have been trying 
to get it straightened out in my mind. 

Mr. Brooks. Mr. Van Zandt. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. As I understand this, Colonel, the two armories 
mentioned by my colleague from Indiana were included in a list that 
went by this committee last week, is that correct ? 

Colonel Taytor. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Van Zanpvr. Therefore, they have been authorized and ap- 
proved by this committee. 

Colonel Taytor. The list I am referring to of last week was the list 
of armory projects totaling $20 million, which I was not aware had 
been approved by this committee. Those two projects were included 
in that list ; yes, sir. 

Mr. Van Zanvt. Now, why do you have Valparaiso in this list 
today ? 

Colonel Taytor. Sir, we have been asked to reduce this list by 
this committee, sir, to $5 million and in doing so we had to go through 
and take the priority as recommended by the State adjutant general 
of the States involved in this list. 

Mr. Van Zanpvr. Then the reduction process has really taken away 
from Mr. Bray one armory ? 

Colonel Taytor. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. We knew the requirement for $20 million for the 
guard, The question in our mind, however, was how much we could 
afford to raise this authorization, since it was a $30 million bill. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. I have another question: Since there has been a 
reduction of projects applied to the projects list cleared by this com- 
mittee last week, what effect does it for on an armory at Bellefont, 
Pa.? Was it deleted ? 

Mr. Ducanver. I recall that one, Mr. Van Zandt. That is one 
that has already been cleared by the committee under previous au- 
thorization. What Mr. Bray is talking about are new authorizations. 

Mr. Bray. No, this money must have been authorized at some time 
because the money was appropriated by the State and nationally. 
The land was bought, the architects employed, and the blueprints 
made. That includes these 2 armories and I think 2 or 3 more. 

Also, this nonarmory project—— 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Could I get an answer to my question, sir? 

Colonel Taytor. Well, with reference to Bellefonte, it was not on 
the list submitted for $20 million. If it has been before this com- 
mittee before for approval, I would be most happy to check and 
advise you. 

Mr. Van Zanvr. We approved it last week. 

Colonel Tayior. I am not aware of that. 

Mr. Ducanper. It is the subject of consultation, Colonel, under 
the old law, and the subject of consultation came up and this com- 
mittee approved it and so notified the Department. Therefore, then 
what would its status be today? Now we are not talking about the 
hearings on 12369. 

Colonel Taytor. I cannot answer that question. I would have to 
find out. 
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Mr. Ducanper. Mr. Deininger, can you answer the question ? 

Mr. Detytncer. 1 would like to answer it this way: The armory 
Mr. Van Zandt is talking about is pot a guard armory, it is an Army 
Reserve, and that was cleared and has gone back to the Department 
of the Army and it is available to them for construction with funds 
already in their hands. 

Mr. Brooks. It is in good shape, then ? 

Mr. Dernincer. The Department of the Army will determine when 
the engineering work is to a point and they are ready to proceed 
with the project. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. The action we take here by this bill will in no 
way, shape, or form affect it. 

Mr. Dernrncer. No, sir. 

Mr. Bray. What is the status of the armory at Tell City ? 

Mr. Dertnincer. I am sorry, Mr. Bray, I don’t know a thing about 
that. It is not on the list we have in my office. 

Mr. Bray. What is the program on the Army National Guard, 
nonarmory, that is where the Federal Government puts up all the 
money / 

Colonel Tayior. Yes, sir, 100 percent. 

Mr. Bray. I would rather see that money go into armory construc- 
tion, myself. 

Colonel Taytor. Sir; if I might add a statement relative to non- 
armory construction, we are badly in need in the States for various 
types of facilities such as supply facilities, maintenance facilities, 
organizational maintenance shop, to take care of the equipment on 
hand, today, in the National Guard, and we are terribly short through- 
out the United States on that type of facility and that is why that was 
added. 

Mr. Bray. A lot of those facilities are paid for entirely by the 
States themselves. We have some in Indiana paid for entirely by the 
State and we have some partly federally owned. 

What is the usual percentage of contribution on those / 

Colonel Tayror. In the case of nonarmory projects, sir, those are 
100 percent Federal contribution. 

Mr. Bray. I would like to see the State put a little money in it, 
myself. They would show a little more interest in it. That has been 
one trouble with the Reserve armories. The State has no interest in it. 
They put up an armory and then nobody ever attends. They have 
had a lot of trouble with it. 

Mr. Brooxs. Nonarmory construction is for use in housing equip- 
ment ¢ 

Colonel Taytor. Federal equipment in the hands of the units of the 
National Guard; yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Much of the equipment is out in the open now / 

Colonel Taytor. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Brooxs. Unless you have these facilities built, sooner or later 
the equipment is going to go to pieces out in the open. 

Colonel Taytor. As well as a facility in which to maintain those, to 
take the vehicles in and repair them. 

Mr. Brooxs. We didn’t provide in the original bill that the States 
would match this in any way. 

Colonel Taytor. No, sir; you did not. 
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Mr. Brooks. In some cases they do, don’t they 

Colonel Taytor. Not in nonarmory. Not in the supply and organ- 
izational maintenance type facilities. 

Mr. Brooks. How much on this list is nonarmory ? 

Colonel Tayror. On this list submitted today is $1 million. 

Mr. Brooks. We didn’t ask for that but we are glad to have that list. 

Mr. Winsreap. Do I understand that we have $4 million for the 
armory construction and $1 million for this, or do we have $6 million 
altogether ¢ 

Mr. Brooks. Six million dollars. Is that right ? 

Colonel Taytor. That is right. 

Mr. Brooks. Five million dollars for the armory and one million 
dollars suggested for the nonarmory. 

Colonel Tayior. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Colonel, in the 900-plus armories that are finished 
to date, how much money does the Federal Government have in all of 
them, in round figures / 

Colonel Taytor. Approximately $90 million to $100 million, 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Can we anticipate that the remaining 900 
armories to be constructed will require that much Federal money ? 

Colonel Tayror. In 1952, it totaled $249 mililon. On the basis of 
what is constructed today, that would leave just in excess of $149 
million or $150 million. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. This is not the first time you have asked for non- 
armory appropriations / 

Colonel Taytor. No, sir; it has been included each fiscal year. 

Mr. Brooks. We have delayed a nonarmory program because we 
thought the armory program was urgent. That is about it, isn’t it? 

Colonel Taytor. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Are there further questions ? 

Mr. Van Zanpt. Mr. Chairman, I make the same motion I did a 
moment ago, that we approve this list and place it in the bill as a new 
paragraph. 

Mr. Brooks. Do you make the motion covering the armories? How 
about the nonarmories? 

Mr. Van Zanpt. Nonarmories included; yes. 

Mr. Brooks. You have heard that motion. Is there any objection 
or any further discussion ¢ 

If not, it isso ordered, and it will be included in the separate 
section. 

Now, since that is the case, let me ask you this: Does the Army 
Reserve program have nonarmory construction ? 

Colonel Taytor. Mr. Chairman, I don’t know that I can answer 
that factually. 

General Patiapino. No, sir; we do not. 

Mr. Brooks. Failure to take care of any nonarmory construction 
for the Army Reserve program would not : affect you? 

General Pattaptno. No, sir. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. General, isn’t it proper to say here that the equip- 
ment maintenance for your Army Reserve units is provided by the 
General Pattaprno. That is right, sir. Regular Establishment? 

Mr. Van Zanvrt. At depots like Aberdeen over here and other 
places? 
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General Patiaprno. That is right. 

Mr. Brooks. I think that covers it, Colonel, thank you very much 

Mr. Wrnsreap. Mr. Chairman, may I ask one question for my own 
information: These requests here submitted for $20 million, have they 
all been approved by the Army and by the Defense Department ? 

Colonel Taytor. No, sir. 

Mr. Wiwnsreap. And is there money available from the States to 
match this entire list here ? 

Colonel Tayitor. May I answer your question in two parts, sir: 
They have not been approved by the Army or Department of De- 
fense in all cases. In answer to your second question, I would be- 
lieve that the States would have matching money for this list, since 
they do have $35 million in matching funds. 

Mr. Winsreap. Now, what about the list we have just approved ? 
All these have been approved by the Army and by the Department of 
Defense ? 

Colonel Tartor. No, sir; they have not come up through the Army 
or the Department of Defense. 

Mr. Brooks, But they have been approved by the States ? 

Colonel Taytor. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. And they have been approved by the National Guard 
Bureau, haven’t they ? 

Colonel Tayxor. Yes,sir; they have, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Brooks. And this represents your list of top priorities ? 

Colonel Taytor. That is correct. 

Mr. Brooks. Then it is compiled on data which you received from 
the States ? 

Colonel Taytor. From the State adjutant general, yes, sir. 

Mr. Winsreap. Hasn’t the National Guard Bureau approved the 
$20 million in projects? 

Colonel Taytor. Yes, sir; the National Guard Bureau has. 

Mr. Wrvsreap. It is now before the Army or the Defense Depart- 
ment ? 

Colonel Tayior. That would be the next step, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Are there further questions? If not, thank you very 
much, sir. 

Now that leaves us with the $11 million, $5 million for the Army 
Reserve and $6 million for the Army guard. Are there any further 
amendments to be taken up, Mr. Ducander ? 

Mr. Ducanper. No, sir; that is all, except changing the totals in 
the back to correspond with the amendments already adopted. 

Mr. Brooks. In that case, is there any further amendment to the bill 
to be offered ? 

Mr. Bray. Mr. Chairman, I would like to know how much further 
down, since the National Guard Bureau did tell them—I would like 
to know how much further down on the list this is going to appear so 
I can tell them something. I know some States had 15 or 20 in this 
list of armories. 

Mr. Brooxs. Why don’t you ask it, Mr. Bray ? 

Mr. Bray. Colonel, how much further down the list is the armory 
at Tell City ? 

Colonel Taytor. Mr. Bray, may I check and answer you? Tam not 
positive. : 
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It is in the $20 million list and it would be a matter of going over 
that list to see where it would fall. 

Mr. Bray. I don’t mean to be critical. They have had through the 
years all of that money and we have been generally acquainted with 
the priority. I know some States had 10 or 15 new armories, some 
of them smaller than this. 

Mr. Brooks. Unless we get this through, none will be approved. 
Would you check up if you could and give Mr. Bray that information ? 

Colonel Taytor. I will be most happy to and when I get back, I 
will do just that, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Brooks. Ladies and gentlemen, here is my thought on this: We 
have had a fight and I have appeared before the Appropriations Com- 
mittee at the request of this committee, to get the money for a guard of 
400,000. To get the money for a 300,000 Reserve program. Wehada 
fight last week on the floor because of the Army, to prevent a reduction 
in the size of the Army. 

My thought is this, if we take a $30 million bill and add $30 million 
more to it, we may have some trouble. This will put $11 million to it. 

Do I hear a motion to approve the bill ? 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Mr. Chairman, I move we report the bill to the full 
committee as amended. 

Mr. Brooks. You have heard the motion, duly seconded. Is there 
any discussion? If not, all in favor will make it known by saying 
“aye.” Allopposed? The “ayes” have it. It is unanimously reported 
and we have a quorum here, have we not ? 

Mr. Ducanper. Yes, sir. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I have a clean bill prepared and I think this 
will require a clean bill with the number of amendments we have. As 
soon as I get the totals all right, is it all right to send it to the House 
tomorrow for introduction when the House is in session ? 

Mr. Brooks. You may de it right away and, furthermore, will you 
get the bill up in shape so we can present this as an amendment to 
the military public works bill tomorrow morning ¢ 

Mr. Ducanper. The committee meets on Wednesday morning. 

Mr. Brooks. Wednesday morning, then. And we would like for 
everybody on the subcommittee to be present to help explain this to 
the full committee. It would be a good idea to have the general and the 
colonel here Wednesday morning in case any questions are asked of 
you, if you can both be prepared to answer them. 

Mr. Ducanper. General Palladino, did you hear that? (The chair- 
man asked that you be here Wednesday morning to explain these 
amendments to the full committee if it is necessary. 

General Patiaprno. I will have a representative here, Mr. Chair- 
man. I will bein California Wednesday morning. 

Mr. Brooks. Would you have him bring the chart, too, for the full 
committee? It might simplify matters a good deal. 

(The list of U.S. Army Reserve centers is as follows :) 


ARMY RESERVE (U. 8. ARMY RESERVE CENTERS) 


Batavia, N. Y.; training facilities, $171,000 
Beckley, W. Va. ; training facilities, $289,000 
Beloit, Wis. ; training facilities, $157,000 
Canandaigua, N. Y.; training facilities, $171,000 
Canton, Ohio; training facilities, $40,000 
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Cheyenne, Wyo. ; training facilities, $149,000 
Durant, Okla. ; training facilities, $141,000 

Fargo, N. Dak. ; training facilities, $149,000 
Fremont, Ohio ; training facilities, $149,000 
Galesburg, IIL. ; training facilities, $157,000 
Greenwood, 8. C.; training facilities, $85,000 
Hempstead, N. Y. (N.2) ; training facilities, $536,000 
Johnstown, Pa. ; training facilities, $99,000 
Kewaunee, Wis. ; training facilities, $157,000 
Madison, Wis. (N.2) ; training facilities, $490,000 
Oklahoma City, Okla. (N.2) ; training facilities, $443,000 
St. Marys, Ohio ; training facilities, $149,000 

St. Marys, Pa. ; training facilities, $149,000 

Salinas, Calif. ; training facilities, $164,000 

Sinton, Tex. ; training facilities, $134,000 

Stockton, Calif. ; training facilities, $164,000 
Warren, Ohio ; training facilities, $289,000 

Weirton, W. Va.; training facilities, $149,000 

Land acquisition ; training facilities, $419,000 


Mr. Brooks. If there is no further business, the subcommittee will 


adjourn. 
eeeen Ds at 3 p. m., the subcommittee adjourned, to reconvene 


at the call of the chairman.) 
O 





